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ABSTRACT 

Wide scale reform in Texas education financing was 
enacted in 1984 under the Equal Education Opportunity Act (Texas 
House Bill 72). This paper examines the reform through an analysis of 
the newly enacted weighted pupil Foundation School Program (FSP) 
during the 1985-86 school year .Two modes of inquiry were used: 
correlational analysis between variables considered to be relevant to 
the financing program, and an equity framework that employed various 
measures and techniques .Pearsons were 
derived for approximately 45 variables and grouped into major areas 
that included revenue and wealthy tax rates, teacher test 
scores, foundation program elements, and special program pupils. The 
measurement of equity required adjustment to that portion of the FSP 
that provides unequal expenditures for unequal needs such as the 
special program cost differentials of compensatory education , special 
education , vocational education , bilingual education^ and gifted and 
talented education . The ad justment calculat ions are detailed and the 
measures utilized for the determination of equity presented . The 
analyses showed that a large portion of difference in total state and 
local revenue per pupil in Texas appears to be confined to 
approximately ohe-fialf of one percent of Texas students , or less. 
Appended are 44 footnotes, 17 tables and 4 figures that provide the 
numerical data, and an appendix that lists values for selected 
variables. (MLF) 
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PREFACE 

This paper represents the second in a two-part series on Texas 
education finance reform. Legislative changes in Texas finance enacted 
as part of the omnibus H.B. 72 during a special session in the summer 
of 1984 are of particular national interest due to the unique place 
Texas finance has occupied subsequent to the historic Rodriguez decision. 
This paper examines the results of the financing changes by correlational 
and equity analyses. The first paper in this series is descriptive and 
provides a review of statutory changes. It is entitled "The Lawmakers 
Respond: Texas Education Finance Reform, (Part I), Funding Formulas-- 
Revisions and Reviews." It is available from ERIC Document Reproduction 
Services, ftte#a*rffbfe;V/t: ED 264 651 (Phone 1-800-227-37^2) . 

This paper is based on a longer work by the author entitled, 
Hard Times Hard Choices : A Policy Analy sis of Alternatives to Current 
Law for a Reduction in Aids to Education (Austin, Texas: Texas Education 
Agency, 1986). The programming assistance of Nancy Stevens, Texas 
Education Agency is gratefully acknowledged. Thanks too, to Donna 
Packard for the manuscript preparation. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In a special called session, the Sixty-eighth Texas Legislature 
enacted a comprehensive change in all aspects of elementary and secondary 
education under H.B. 72. While this initiative addressed the achievement 
of excellence in Texas public schools it also provided for increased 
equity in the provision of resources. To realize this latter goal of 
equity, the financing program- -previously based on the personnel unit- 
was changed .o a weighted pupil system and numerous other changes were 
enacted in the formula. 1 The impetus for this change were varied, but 
one main incentive to improve the equity of the financing system was 
derived from a decade-old dictum from the U.S. Supreme Court. In San 
Antonio vs. Rodriguez 2 the Supreme held the Texas system was "chaotic 
and unjust" but that solutions must come from the "[State] lawmakers 
and the democratic pressures that elect them." Thus, after ten years 
of incremental change in Texas education financing, the lawmakers enacted 
widescale reform in the summer of 1984 under H.B. 72- -the Equal Educa- 
tional Opportunity Act. This paper examines that response through an 
analysis of the newly enacted weighted pupil Foundation School Program 
during the 1985-86 school year.** 

METHODOLOGY 

The examination of the Foundation School Program for financing 
education in the State of Texas was operatibnalized through two modes 
of inquiry. The first utilized correlational analysis which was calcu- 
lated between variables considered to be relevant to the financing 
program. The second utilized an equity framework which employed various 
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measures and techniques. Each is described below. 

Correlational Analysis 

Pearson product moment correlations were derived for approxi- 
mately 45 variables and grouped into major ares. These included: 
revenue and wealth, tax rates, teacher salaries, test scores, foundation 
program elements, and special program pupils. 

Data were for the 1985-86 academic year, with the exception of 
teacher salary data and TABS test scores- -both of which were from 1984- 
85. The data were drawn from the Texas Education Agency files. 

Egm-ty ^Ana ly s i s 

The measurement of the equitability of proposed changes in current 
law utilized established measures and techniques.^ Because the measure- 
ment of equity includes horizontal measures, the determination of equal 
expenditures for equal needs, it was first necessary to adjust for the 
vertical dimensions of the Texas Foundation School Program (FSP) --that 
portion of the FSP which provides unequal expenditures for unequal 
needs. The vertical dimensions of the FSP include the special program 
cost differentials of compensatory education, special education, voca- 
tional education, bilingual education, and gifted and talented education. 
In addition, the sparsity and mall district adjustmeri' 5, and the price 
differential index provide vertical adjustments to the State finance 
formula. In each case, these program elements address the additional 
costs necessary for provision of equivalent services acrosf primary 
program beneficiaries , i.e., students , or districts . In the section 
which follows the adjustment calculations wil L be detailed and the 
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measures utilized for the determination of equity, presented. 
Unit of Analysis— Adjusted Weighted Pupils 

The pupil unit was utilized throughout the analysis. That is, 
in all cases analysis was made utilizing per pupil figures rather than 
aggregate district figures. 

Total full time equivalent^ student units weighted in accordance 
with current law for special education and vocational education, were 
added to the district average daily attendance figure. Also added were 
weights for compensatory, bilingual, and gifted and talented education 
according to current law definitions. These provided a program-weighted 
pupil count per district. In addition to special student cost differen- 
tials, small district allotments were utilized to weight student counts 
as follows . ^ First, a dummy factor representing small district allot- 
ments per pupil was calculated per district.** This factor was divided 
by the per pupil basic allotment to determine the weight to be added to 
the average daily attendance figure. This weight represented the addi- 
tional amount of revenue allotted per pupil due to diseconomies of 
scale associated with small district allotments, and was added to Che 
program weighted pupil count per district for a total adjusted, weighted 
pupil count. ^ 

The per pupil revenue figure was calculated by taking the aggre- 
gate district revenue figure, and dividing it by the total adjusted, 
weighted pupils in the district. This revenue figure was weighted 
again by total pupils in each district prior to calculation of Statewide 
statistics. The weighting of pupils for Srsce figures allowed districts 
which have more pupils to be taken into account more heavily, e.g., 
Dallas, Houston, than when a single district revenue figure is utilized, 
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and provides a basis for the consideration of pupil equity concerns. 

Funding Adjustments - -The Price Differential Index and Spars ity 
Adjustments . 

Prior to determining the funding per pupil in each district., 
revenue figures were corrected as follows . ^ First, transportation 
allotments to each district were subtracted from total revenue by 
district.^ Second, revenue figures were deflated by the raw, e.g., 
unadjusted, price differential index per district.^ Third, analyses 
were run both including and excluding sparse districts, i.e., those 
having fewer than 130 students and with particular grade level configura- 
tions, according to current law definitions. 

These calculations^^ were made to correct for vertical adjustments 
to the Foundation School Program as noted above. As discussed, these 
vertical dimensions of the program provided additional funds for addi- 
tional needs and were incongruent with the assumptions underlying hori- 
zontal equity measurement. Thus, adjustments made in the FSP for student 
differentials, diseconomies of scale, transportation costs and variations 
in the costs of education across the State due tc uncontrollable factors, 
were applied to revenue figures per district to allow possible finance 
disparities to be measured horizontally prior to analysis for disparity. 
Table 1 provides a step -by-step summary of the methodology utilized to 
adjust student numbers and revenue to ascertain the average cost per 
pupil, per district. 

Capital outlay for facility acquisition and cons truction- - includ- 
ing such items as buildings, furnishings and the allied debt service to 
finance such proj ects typically from bonded debt- -was excluded from 
analysis. These expenditures are considered as "investment" spending or 
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long teria expenditures, which cannot be readily attributed to the cost 
of educating a student in a particular year.^ 
Data Source 

Actual enrollment figures were utilized for 1985-1986.^-^ Revenue 
data for 1985-1986, drawn from the Foundation Master ^ile 1985-86 . 
Texas Education Agency, were utilized for State aid amounts. They 
included budgeted current operating expenditures minus: transportation, 
co-curricular activities, food service, debt service and building 
funds. 16 

State aid includes both Foundation School Program (FSP) revenue 
and add-ons funded wholly by the State but excluded bilingual summer 
school revenue. The State share of FSP costs includes regular, special, 
vocational , bilingual, compensatory, and gifted and talented education, 
career ladder and education improvement. The add-on aids are comprised 
of enrichment equalization aid, experienced teacher allotment, transition 
aid and the disadvantaged pre -kindergarten allocation. For local 
revenue, district tax levy figures were drawn from 1985-86 Texas 
Budgets, operating revenue. Funds 10 and 80 were included and co- 
curricular/enterprising (5750) eliminated. 1 ^ Intermediate revenue was 
also included under local revenue. 
Measures Utilized in ^the ^Analys^is 

The following measures were utilized in the analysis of equity. 
Quintiles, including per pupil revenue as defined herein, 
divided by adjusted, weighted pupils, were compared, at 
equal percentage intervals. 1 ^ 

The Mean and the Median (see footnote for quintiles as it 
relates to the median) were calculated to describe the distri- 
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bution, as well as to aid in interpretation of the Coefficient 
of Variation and the McLobne Index. The Standard Deviation 
was also calculated for this purpose in addition to the 
purpose of providing information on variability. 
The Range arid the Restricted range were calculated to deter- 
mine the difference between the highest and lowest per pupil 
revenues in the State, arid to determine the difference between 
the revenue per pupil, for example, at the 95th and 5th 
percentile. The restricted range was calculated to determine 
the equitability of the proposal without consideration to 
the tailp of the distribution, which may be considered the 
result of local control variables, outliers or anomalies in 
the distribution. The ratio, e:g., the highest value divided 
by the lowest value, was also calculated for both measures. 
The Federal Range Ratio was determined by taking the dif- 
ference between the total revenue available for students at 
the 95th and the 5th percentiles and dividing that figure by 
the value at the Dth percentile . ^ 

The Coefficient of Variation, the standard deviation of a 
distribution divided by the mean, expressad as a percentage, 
e.g., multiplied by 100, was cilculated. As the coefficient 
of variation approaches zero, equality becomes greater. 
This measure determines variability around the mean observa- 
tion and assumes a normal distribution. 

Gini Index, was calculated to indicate how far the distribu- 
tion of revenues was from providing each portion of students 
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with equal proportions of revenues. Values for the Gihi 
Coefficient fall between 0.0 and 1.0. As the Gini Index 
approaches 0,0 the degree of equity increases. 
The McLoone Index weighs the lower half of the distribution 
more heavily than the other measures and was calculated to 
determine the affects of a proposal on districts with v er 
pupil revenues below the State's median expenditure level. 
It measures the percent of current revenues required to 
raise the expenditure level of each per pupil unit to the 
State median level. It is expressed as the ratio of the 
actual revenue of students below the median to the total, if 
all students were at the median. The closer a McLoone index 
is to 1.0, the greater the equity for the bottom half of the 
distribution. This is the only measure considered in this 
analysis where larger numbers indicate greater equity; it 
ranges from 6.0 to i.O.^l 

The simple Correlation between per pupil revenues and per 
pupil equalized assessed valuations e.g., district property 

- - o o - 

wealth, was calculated to determine the relationship betvee 
those variables. A correlation approaching zero -- showing no 
relationship between these variables indicates the most 
equity. General terminology for describing the relationship 
measured by the correlation coefficient vas utilized 
throughout: a correlation between 0.0-0.1, little or no 
relationship; 0.2-0.3, low, slighc; 0.4-0.7, moderate; and 
0.8-1.0, strong. The Pearson product moment correlations 
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range from -1.0 to 1.0; negative numbers imply an inverse 
relationship. Gorrelations were run including (1) all observa- 
tions, and including (2) all observations to the 99th 
percentile of total State ADA, and ^3) all observations to 
the 95th percentile of total AF\. Prior to deleting the 
upper tail of the distribution, districts were ranked from 
low to high by wealth per pupil. Gorrelations were run with 
observations excluded to determine if the relationship found 
for ail observations was spurious, e.g., if it would persist 
with extremes removed. 

Regression. Per pupil total state and local revenues were 
regressed on per pupil property values. Slopes and elas- 
ticities were reported to provide an indication of the 
strength of the relationship. Regressions included (1) all 
observations, (2) all observations to the 99th percentile, 
and (3) all observations to the 95th percentile. These 
analyses were undertaken to determine the effects of the 
upper tail of the distribution and the explanatory power of 
the statistic with the upper tail removed. 
Figure 1 provides a summary of alternative equity criteria 
utilized in this analysis which are indicated by an asterisk. It shows 
that children were the unit of analysis; the object included price - 
adjusted dollais (inputs), and student achievement data (outputs). 
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Horizontal equity was measured. The summary statistics included the 
range, the restricted range, the Federal range ratio, the McLoone Index, 
the coefficient of variation, the Gini coefficient, the simple corre- 
lation, the bivariate Regression, the simple slope, and the simple 
elasticity . 

RESULTS OF ANALYSIS 
This section describes the results of the analysis of the weighted 
pupil Foundation School Program (FSP) in Texas, 1985-86 . It is divided 
into two parts. The first part presents Pearson Product Moment correla- 
tions for selected variables including teacher salary, tax rates, and 
test scores . Part two provides data on the equity of the Foundation 
School Program for 1985-86 . 

Correlations 

This section discusses five sets of Pearson product moment cor- 
relations and relates them to selected student, district, and Foundation 
School Program variables. 2 ** They include: (1) wealth, operating cost, 
revenue, and fund balance, (2) M & 0 tax rates, I & S tax rates, and 
total tax rates; (3) beginning, average, total teacher salary and career 
ladder supplement; (4) special populations, i.e., special education, 
voc tional education, compensatory education, bilingual education, and 
gifted and talented education; and (5) Foundation School Program elements 
including: the Price Differential In<?ex (PDI), the small district 
allotment, equalization enrichment, and ^he experienced teacher allot- 
ment. Appendix A contains calculations for the mean, standard deviation, 
sum. minimum and maximum for each variable discussed in the correlation 
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analysis . 

Correlatio n— Between health. Operating — Ce^t-,— Revenue . 
Fund Balance . and Selected Variables 

Correlations between wealth, operating cost, revenue, fund 
balance^ and selected variables are described below. 

Wealth . Pearson product moment correlations derived to show 
relationships between school district wealth, operating cost, revenue, 
fund balance, and selected variables are presented in Table 2. With 
regards to wealth, it was found that wealthy districts are moderately 
related to higher: 

operating revenue per pupil (r - 0.595; r 2 - 0.354) 
teacher salaries (r - 0.446; r 2 - 0.199) 
local enrichment per pupil (r - 0.721; r 2 - 0.520) 
local, local and State, per pupil revenue (r - 0.762, 0.647, 
respectively; r 2 - 0.581, 0.419, respectively) 
equalization transition aid per pupil (r - 0.415; r 2 « 0.172) 
local fund assignment (r - 0.730; r 2 - 0.533) 25 
Wealthy districts received proportionately less State aid per 
pupil (r - -0.624), less (or no) equalization enrichment revenue (r - - 
0.527) and had higher local fund assignments (r - 0.730). A moderate 
relationship was found between wealth and operating cost (r - 0.595) 
and wealth and total revenue (r - 0.647). However, the amount of varia- 
tion explained for wealth and operating cost was low (r 2 - 0.354), as 
was the variation explained by wealth and total revenue (r 2 - 0.419) . 
The local revenue variable, while explaining about half of the variation 
by wealth (r 2 - 0.581) must be considered only in tandem with State 
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revenue (which results in the total revenue variable). 2 *> 

The per pupil property wealth of a district was found to have 
little or no relationship (e.g., wealthy districts were as likely as 
nonwealthy districts to be related) to: 

district size (r - 0.165; r 2 - 0.028), or density (r - 0.019; 

r 2 - 0.000); 

the Price Differential Index (PDI) (r - 0.010; r 2 - 0.000): 
minority students as a percentage of total students (r - 
0.122; r 2 - 0.015) ; 27 

the percentage of ninth graders passing all sections of the 
Texas Assessment of Basic Skills (r - 0.161; r 2 - 0.026); 
maintenance and operations (M & 0) tax rate (r --0.059; 
r 2 - 0.003) ; 

special populations (r - 0.104 to 0. 188; r 2 - 0.011 to 0.035); 

experienced teacher allocation (r - -0.001; r 2 - 0.0000) ; 

teacher experience level (r - 0.153, 0.149, r 2 - 0.023, 0.022, 

for 1985-86 and 1986-87, respectively). 
In sum, wealthy districts tended to have more revenue (inputs) 
but were unable to realize an experienced teaching force or higher test 
scores (outputs) as a result of this perceived revenue advantage. They 
were charged proportionately higher shares of the Foundation School 
Program and received little or no State aid and enrichment equalization 
funding. 

Operating Cost. Total Revenue. L ocal R e v e nue . Correlations 
between each of the variables --operating cost, total revenue, local 
revenue- -and selected factors, revealed similar trends to those noted 
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above. This may be explained through an examination of their inter- 
relationships as shown below: 



Operating Total Local 
Cost Revenue Revenue 



Operating Cost 1.00 0.907 0.785 

Total Revenue 1.00 0.838 

Local Revenue 1.00 



In the case of each variable, there was a moderate relationship 
between it and beginning, and average teacher salaries (which explained 

0. 151 in the variation at most), and a low relationship to experienced 
teachers. ° No relationship was found between the above variables, 

1. e., operating cost, total revenue, local revenue (or local enrich- 
ment); and special program pupils. That is, districts that measured 
high on each of these variables were as likely as not to have students 
in special education, bilingual education, vocational education, compen- 
satory education or gifted and talented programs. Districts with higher: 
operating costs (r - 0.385), total revenue (r — 0.402) , and local revenue 
(r - 0.308) (and local enrichment, r - 0.417), tended to have higher M 

& 0 tax rates; no relationship was found between wealthy districts and 
M & 0 rates. Thus, higher revenues, and higher operating revenue (and 
enrichment) may tend to be related to higher taxes. Little variation 
can be explained by these factors and M & 0 rate, however.^ 

No relationship between either operating revenue, or total 
revenue, could be found to exist between the following variables: the 
Price Differential Index, size , or interestingly , test scores . 
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State Revenue ; In contrast to wealthy districts, districts 
receiving larger relative shares of State aid generally were compensated 
for lower per pupil property wealth (r - -0.625), and lower local enrich- 
ment (r - -0.718) through larger total State aid; and through larger 
targeted State equalization enrichment (r - 0.922). They generally had 
more hispanic students (r - 0.470) , fewer black students (r - -0.260) 
and more students who qualified for free and reduced price lunch as a 
percentage of the total district student population (r - 0:518). 

A low to moderate, negative relationship was found between dis- 
tricts receiving higher State revenue and special program populations 
(for gifted and talented, r - -0.347; vocational, r - -0.331; special 
education, r - -.322; compensatory education students, r - -0.202; and 
bilingual education students, r - -0.177). State revenue and teacher 
salaries exhibited a low, negative correlation (r - -0.619, r^ - 0.383, 
for average teacher salary; r - -.525, r^ - 0.276 for mean beginning 
teacher salaries) as did State revenue and test scores (r * -0.291). A 
low, positive relationship to career ladder supplement (r - 0.233) was 
found for this variable. 

Districts with higher shares of State revenue tended to be small 
rather than large (r - -0.324), but showed no relationship to density, 
i.e., students per square mile (they were as likely as not to be sparse, 
r - -0.087) . They showed a moderate, positive relationship to I & S rate 
(r - 0.358, r^ - 0.128), but a weak, negative relationship to M & 0 rate 
(r - -0.110) and a weak, positive total tax rate correlation (r - 0 129) . 
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Beginning Fund Balance and Fund Balance as a Percent of total 
Revenue : Larger beginning fund balances were found to be moderately 
associated with wealth (r - 0.367), operating cost per pupil (r - 0;45i), 
small district adjustment per pupil (r - 0.409) --and, correspondingly, 
smaller refined ADA (r - -0 . 234) - -total per pupil State and local revenue 
(r - 0.546), local revenue (r - 0.410), and local enrichment (r - 0.454) . 
Fund balance amounts were inteircorrelated with the variable, fund balance 
as a percent of total revenue (r - 0.879), as might be expected. 

Higher beginning fund balances did not relate to average or 
beginning teacher salaries (r - 0.042, 0.016, respectively), or per- 
centage of students passing all sections of the minimum competency 
test, TABS (r - 0.132). A moderate, negative relationship between fund 
balances and PDI (r - -0.328), numbers of special service students 
(r - - .0.218 to -0.239), size (r - -0.234) and density (r - a-0.254), 
was found. 

Correlations Between Tax Rates arid-Selected -Variables 

Correlations between selected variables and total tax rates, 
maintenance and operations (M & 0) tax rates, and interest and sinking 
fund (1 & S) tax rates, are presented in Table 3. A low, negative 
correlation was found between total tax ::ate and minority percentage (r 
- -0.254): larger minority percentages were somewhat less likely to be 
in a high ta:c effort district. This was somewhat more true of hispanic 
than black populations, with the exception of hispanics and I & S rate 
(r - 0.020), and blacks and M & 0 rate (r - 0.017) , where no relationship 
was found. Larger districts tended to have both lower total tax rates 
(r - -0.349), and lower debt service rates (r - -0.305). On the other 
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hand, growing districts had higher debt service raters, as might be 
expected (r - 0.336), but had lower M & 0 rates (r - -0.268). They 
showed no relationship to total tax irate (r -0.024). 

School districts with higher poverty counts, as measured by free 
and reduced price lunches, were weakly, negatively related to total tax 
rates (r - -0.23G) , k & C rates (r 0.189) and I 6 S rates (r - - 

0. 103). Also, wealth, as measured by property value per ADA, showed a 
low, negative correlation to total tax rates (r - -0.223), but no rela- 
tionship to M & 0 rates (r - -0.059), and a slight, negative relationship 
to I 6c S rates (r - -0.272). Whether or not this latter relationship 

is spurious, given the very high values at the upper extreme of the 
property wealth variable, requires further investigation, however. As 
the negative values account for only 0.050 and 0.074 in the variation, 

1. e., r 2 , of total tax rates and the I & S rates, respectively, across 
Texas districts the variation accounted for by these variables is so 
low as to be negligible . ^® 

Weak to moderate, negative relationships were found between 
teacher salaries and debt service rates (r - -0.340; -0.342; -0.267, 
for average, total and beginning salary, respectively). A 

Generally, special populations were found in districts with 
lower tax efforts (for total tax rates r - -0.339 to -0.377; for I & S 
rates, r - -0.257 to -0.325; for M & 0 rates r - -0.178 to -0.205). 
However, special pupils as a percentage of total district population 
did not relate to I & S rate (r - 0.004) . 32 

No relationship was found between tax rates and per pupil 
allocations for the (1) Price Differential Index, (2) the small district 
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adjustment and (3) the equalization transition allotment. A moderate 
relationship was found between: debt service effort and (I) per pupil 
equalization enrichment (r - 0;436), (2) the local fund assignment as a 
percent of State aid (r - -0.416), (3) experienced teacher allocation 
per pupil (r - -0.391) and (4) the local fund assignment per pupil (r - 
-0.429) . Thus, districts that tended to have stronger I & 3 efforts 
tended to receive higher compensation from the State in the form of 
equalization enrichment, experienced teacher allocation and had lower 
local fund assignments. 

State revenue, exhibited a moderate relationship to I & S rate 
(r - 0.358). That is, more State aid tended to be allocated to districts 
with higher I & S rates and lower local revenue (r - -0.363). Enrich- 
ip^nt, (total State and local; total local) oh the other hand, provided 
a moderate, positive (r — 0.439, 0.417, respectively) relationship to M 
& 0 rate, but a negative relationship to I & 3 rate (r - -0.205; -0.293, 
respectively). It appears that a stronger M 6c 0 effort was related, as 
might be expected, to more local revenue; conversely, districts with 
lower local revenues received more State aid. 

Finally, experienced teachers (1985-86, 1986-87) were moderately, 
negatively related (r - -0.391, -0.382) to district I 6c S rate. Neither 
total tax rates (r - -0.184, -0.178) nor M 6c 0 rates (r - 0.071, 0.071) 
were related to teacher experience variables, i.e., the minimum salary 
ratio, for 1985-86 or 1986-87 , respectively. Finally, the percentage of 
students passing all sections of TABS, the Texas Assessment of Basic 
Skills minimum competency test, was not found to be related or showed 
only a slight relationship to M 6c 0 rate (r - 0.140), I 6c S rate (r - 
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0;iO0) or total tax rate (r - 6:186); 33 

Correlations Between Teacher Salaries and Selected Variables 

Pearson product moment correlations between selected variables 
and 1) beginning teachers salaries, 2) average teecher salaries;, 3) 
career ladder supplements, and 4) total salaries, appear in Table 4. 

According to these data, there is no relationship between teacher 
salaries and tax rate (r - -6.075 for beginning salary, r -0.042 for 
average salary, r - -0.070 for total salary). T & S rote and beginning 
salary (r - -0.266), average salary (r ~ -0.339) and total salary (r « - 
0.342; tended to be moderately, negatively correlated. Average salaries 
and total salaries showed a low, positive correlation to black student 
populations (r - 0.216, 0.218), indicating somewhat slightly higher 
salaries in districts with larger black populations. Total salaries 
were not related to hispanic populations (r - -0.087) or minority stu- 
dents as a percent of total district students (r ~ -0.065) , e.g., dis- 
tricts with hispanic or minority populations were as likely as not to 
be paying high or low salaries. 

tocal enrichment (r — 0.507) and State and local enrichment (r - 
0.423) both exhibited a strong, moderate relationship to total teacher 
salaries, as did total State and local revenue per pupil (r - 0.32O).^4 

As would be expected, the Pries Differential Index showed a 
moderately strong relationship (r - 0.600), to total salary, which 
decreased (r - 0.590) when the raw (unadjusted) PDI was utilized in the 
comparison. This results from the fact that the PDI was built on 
salaries and it was designed to address and compensate for differing 
costs of teachers across Texas, beyond the control of the local school 
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district. The possibility that more variation in teacher salaries was 
riot explained by the PDI may result from the fact the PDI was built on 
minimum salaries, arid that it was based on 1983-84 data. 

District property wealth arid teacher salaries were found to be 
moderately related (r - 0.389* r - 0.381, r - 0.412, for average, total- 
including career ladder in the average- -and beginning salary, respective- 
ly)^ as was local enrichment and operating revenue (for enrichment, r 
- 0.440 for beginning salary, r - 0.531 for average salary, r - 0.507 
for total salary; for operating revenue, r - 0.361 for beginning salary, 
r - 0.440 for average salary, r -0.426 for total salary). Data presented 
in the first part of this section indicated that wealthy districts did 
not maintain an experienced teaching force, hovever. This may suggest 
that they channel additional revenue into new and moderately less ex- 
perienced teachers, i.e., front-load their salary schedule. Because 
these data did not consider top salaries in district, it is difficult 
to describe the entire landscape relating to salary in the State of 
Texas during 1985-86. 

Districts with higher average daily attendance (ADA) (r - 0.340) 
and districts with high density (r - 0,373), showed moderately positive 
correlations to total teacher salary fs did districts with larger special 
populations- - i . e . , gifted and talented (r - 0.371), bilingual (r - 
0.211), compensatory (r =- 0.266), special education (r - 0.335) and 
vocational education (r - 0.364) pupils. Thus, larger more densely 
populated districts and districts with larger special populations tended 
to pa) higher teacher salaries. 
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Correlations Between Test Scores and Selected Variables 

Correlations between (1) the percentage of ninth graders passing 
all sections of the Texas Assessment of Basic Skills (TABS) in 1984-85, 
and (2) the total standardized score of lith graders on the Texas Educa- 
tional Assessment of Minimum Skill;; (TEAMS), and selected variables 
respectively, are presented in Table 5. A strong, moderate, negative 
relationship was found between the test score variables and (1) minority 
students as a percentage of total students (r - -0.699 for TABS; r - - 
0.695 for TEAMS), (2) free and reduced priced lunch students as a per- 
centage cf total students (r - -0.722 for TABS; r - -0.772 for TEAMS), 
and (3) special pupils as a percent of total pupils (r - -0.597 for 
TABS, r - -0.558 for TEAMS). Special program pupils^ 6 showed a low or 
moderately, negative relationship to test scores (f — -0.485 to -0.391 
for TABS; r « -0.297 to -0.182 for TEAMS), as did regular pupils (r - - 
0.378 for TABS; r - -0170 for TEAMS). 

Variables exhibiting no relationship to TABS or TEAMS test scores 
(respectively) included: teacher experience (r - -0.079, -0.043); I & 
S tax rate (r - 0.100, 0.079); M & 0 rate (r - 0.140; 0.120); and operat- 
ing cost per pupil (r - 0.005, 0.042). The latter correlation under- 
scores the point made with regards to wealth, that higher revenues did 
not exhibit any relationship to test scores. 

Low relationships found between the test score variables and, 
for example, local enrichment per pupil (r « 0.296, 0:365); local revenue 
per pupil (r - 0.255, 0.344); State and local enrichment per pupil (r = 
0.267; 0.303); equalization transition per pupil (r - 0.286, 0.335), 
equalization enrichment per pupil (r - -0.258, -0.395); lose meaning 
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when viewed as a vhole, e.g:, as total State and local revenue per 
pupil, s which exhibits a weak relationship to test scores (r - 0 136, 
0.163) for TABS and TEAMS, respectively. 

In stun, the variables considered in this section indicate that 
minority students and poor students are at risic: they record the*, lowest 
scores on TABS and TEAMS tests. ^7 Little useful information explaining 
relationships to high r.ccres was found, however, to provide a strategy 
for improvement that could be targeted to these students. No doubt, 
increases in test scores are related to more complex sets of variables, 
notne difficult to measure, e.g., school climate, wcrkplace conditions, 
leadership variables. 

Correl ations Between Foundation School T - rogram Elements and Selected 
Variables 

Correlations between Foundation School Program elements and 
selected variables are presented in Table 6. Foundation School Program 
elements discussed include: The Price Differential Index, the Small 
District Adjustment, Equalization Enrichmei. t, the Experienced Teacher 
Allotment and the Local Fund Assignment. 

The Price Differential Index . The PDI showed no relationship to 
wealth (r - 0.010) , operating cost per pupil (r - -0.006), equalization 
transition aid (r « -0.009), local re r enue per pupil (r - 0.052), local 
enrichment per pupil (r - -0.009), or experienced teacher allocation per 
pupil (r - 0.065). Larger districts (i.e., higher refined ADA, r * 
0.569) and higher density areas (r - 0.727) e.g., urban areas, tended 
to have higher PDI's. Districts with larger numbers of special program 
pupils (r - 0.591) also tended to have high2r PDI's. 
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Lower PDI's tended to be related to: districts receiving the 
small district adjustment (r - -0.675); larger percentages of fund 
balance of total revenue (r - -0.330), larger beginning fund balance 
per pupil (r - -0.328), higher Equalization enriciimenr. per pupil (r - - 
0.247), and higher State revenue per pupil (r - -0.258), although the 
latter var - sbies ar.£ only slightly related. 

In i^um, the PDI did not relate to wealth or loc; 1 enrichment ; if. 
tended to be higher in urban areas, and in districts with mora special 
program pupils. Apparently it addresses differences in the cost of 
living, not the standard of living. 

The Small Pa triot Allotment . The Small District Allotment vas 
moderately related tc :?und balance (r - 0.409 for beginning fund balance; 
r - 0.314 for percentage fund balance of total revenue); total State and 
local revenue (r - 0.430); and operating revenue (r - 0.277). The small 
district allotment tended to not be related to special program pupils (r 

- -0:229, -0.224, -0.192, -0.177, -0.225 , for special education, voca- 
tional, compensatory, bilingual, and gifted students, respectively) or 
minority students as a percent of total students (r - -0.203). Small 
districts were not related to wealth (r - 0. 143) , or tax rates (r - 
0.055, 0.097, -0.047 for total, M & 0, and I & S tax rate, respectively.) 

Equalization Enrichment . Districts that received higher shares 
of equalization enrichment also tended to have more hispsnic students 
(r - 0.517), larger I & S rates (r - 0.436) and children in poverty (r 

- 0 . 510- -measured by the free and reduced price lunch count). Equaliza- 
tion enrichment showed a negative relationship to wealth (r - -0.527), 

to average teacher salary (r - -0.561), to local revenue per pupil (r - - 
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0.764)> to equalization transition allotment per pupil (r - -0.459), 
and loral enrichment per pupil (r - -0.653). Districts receiving larger 
equalization enrichment allocations per pupil had lower local fund 
assignments (r ; * -0.844) av>d received tj\6tm Stute aid (r - 0.922). tc 
should be noted that this variable should be considered as part of the 
total Sfate and local total revenue variable, of which it is ^arc.s 

Experienced Teacher Allotmen t. The experienced teacher allotment 
was allocated to districts that had more experienced teacherr thp.n the 
Statewide average. Districts receiving this allotment tended to hsve 
relatively more black students (r - 0.453), and lower I & S rates (r - 
-0.307;. Little or no relationship was found between the experienced 
teacher allotment and such variables as: wealth (r — -0.001), operating 
cost per pupil (r — 0.045), and total State and local revenue (r — 
0.009) . 

Local Fund Assignment . Districts that had higher local fund 
assignments (LFA) also tended to have higher property wealth per pupil 
(r — 0.697), higher average teacher salaries (r — 0.614) arid beginning 
teacher salaries (r - 0.537), higher equalization transition allotments 
(r - 0.618), higher local revenue per pupil (r - 0.901), higher local 
enrichment per pupil (r - 0.778), and higher operating revenue per 
pupil (r - 0.559). Districts that had lower local fund assignments (LFA) 
tended to receive more equalization enrichment (r « -0.873) and more 
State revenue per pupil (r *= -0.951). 

No relationship or a weak relationship was found between LFA and 
total tax rate (r - -0.169), M & 0 tax rate (f - 0.101), minority stu- 
dents as a percentage of the total (r - -0.176), density (r - 0.122), 
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small district adjustment (r - -b.O?b) r experienced teacher allocation 
(r — 0.171), or percentage beginning fur.d balance of tocal revenue (r - 
0:056). 

C orrelations Between Special Program Pupils and Selected Variables 
Table 7 presents correlations between the number of special 
program pupils and selected variables As might be expected, the number 
of special program pupils was strongly related to size (r - 0.955 to 
0.996). Because of the high intercorrelation between size and special 
program pupils little additional information was found beyond relation- 
ships previously discussed as they relate to size. An examination of 
special program pupils as a percentage of district population (ADA) is 
therefore suggested in future research and to discern the relationships 
between selected variables and special populations, by districts across 
size variables. 

Changes in Correlation Coefficients Over T ime 

Table 8 presents changes in correlation coefficients over time, 
between wealth, operating expenditures, teacher salary, equalization 
enrichment, experienced teacher allocation, equalization transition; and 
wealth, average daily attendance, percent black and percent hispanic, 
respectively . 

Wealth . Changes in the relationship between wealth per pupil 
and percent black and percent hispanic appear to have lessened over the 
two year period 1983-84 to 1985-86, though insignificantly (r change - - 
0.036, -0.053, respectively). Whether or not this has resulted from 
reassessed property cannot be derived from the data. Conversely, the 
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relationship between size and wealth has increased but again insig- 
nificantly (r change - 0.005). It should be noted that cbe correlation 
between size and wealthy percent hispanic arid wealth, arid percent black 
and wealth for either 1983-84, or 1985-86, show a low relationship. 

Operating Expenditures . A moderate but declining relationship 
over time was found between operating expenditures and wealth (r change 
- -0.015) . No significant change over time was found between operating 
expenditures and ADA, (r change - -0.005), percent black, (r change = - 
0.086) or percent hispanic, (r - 0.195), change. 

Teacher Salary . A moderate positive relationship was found 
between district wealth and beginning teacher salary which declined 
over a one year period (r - -0.022). For teacher salaries and black 
percentage, a weakening of relationships was found (r change - -0.140, 
0.094 for beginning and average teacher salaries, respectively), while 
for hispanics the former moderate relationship with low beginning and 
average teacher salaries had changed to a weak relationship over time 
(r ^aange - 0.211, 0.193, respectively). 

Pi^ee^if f erential Index . No relationship was found between the 
1985-86 price differential index arid wealth (r - 0.010). Although the 
prior index (1984-85) correlated weakly to wealth (r - 0.204), this 
appears to have been corrected in 1985-86 (r change - -0.194). Over 
time, larger districts benefitted more from the index (r ™ 0.168) as 
did districts with higher percentages of hispanic students (r change - 
0 .272) . Districts with higher percentages of black students benefitted 
more from the 1985-86 PDI (r change - 0.046). 
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Equalization Enrichment . In 1985-86, a moderate, negative rela- 
tionship was found between the equalization enrichment allotment and 
wealth per pupil (r - -0.527), district size (r - -0.356, ADA) and 
percent black (r - -0.331). This indicated that non-wealthy districts, 
small districts and districts with smaller percentages of black students 
generally received larger shares of enrichment equalization. This trend 
increased, though insignificantly, over time except for districts with 
higher wealth where a lessening of the relationship (-0.057) occurred. 
Districts with higher percentages of hispanic students received more 
enrichment equalization (r change - +0.081) over time. 

Experienced Teacher Allotment . For 1985-86, moderate correla- 
tion was found between the experienced teacher allotment and black 
student percentage (r - 0 .453) - -which increased over time (+0.125). A 
low correlation (r — 0.230) was found between district size and ex- 
perienced teachers which decreased (-0.092) over time. No relationship 
was found between experienced teachers and either wealth (r — -0.001) 
or percent hispanic, which decreased from 1984-85 to 1985-86 (r - - 
0.724). 

Equalization Transition . A moderate correlation was found between 
the equalization transition allotment and wealth (r - 0.415), which 
increased over time (r change - 0.873). No relationship between ADA (r 
- -0.046), percent black (r « -0.017), and equalization transition was 
found. A low negative relationship between percent hispanic (-0.281) 
and equalization transition was found, which decreased over time (- 
0.105). 
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The Equity of the Foundation School Program 
This section discusses the results of the equity analysis of 
the Foundation School Program in 1985-86. The equity of the Foundation 
School Program was calculated utilizing various established statistical 
techniques and measures. The results of this analysis are shown in 
Table 9, for all districts and for all districts excluding sparse dis- 
tricts, as define in current law.^8 

Results of Analysis 

For the school year ending in 1986, Texas had average State and 
local revenues per pupil of $2,390.00. The coefficient of variation for 
that year was 15.9, which means that about two- thirds of all students 
were within 15.9 percent ($380.00) of the Statewide average revenue per 
pupil, and that more than nine -tenths of the students were within 31.8 
percent ($760.00) of the Statewide average. The McLoone Index was 
.933, which means that in the bottom half of the distribution, only 6.7 
percent (1.0-.93) of the revenue of the median pupil would be needed to 
bring the bottom half of all students up to the revenue per pupil of 
the median student. For example, the McLoone Index was .933, the median 
per pupil revenue was $2305 . 00 and there were 2,875,987 pupils in the 
State. Then (1.0 - .933) x $2305 x (.5 x 2,875,987) or $222.1 million 
in State revenue would be needed to bring all pupils below the median 
level of State aid to the median level. The Gini Coefficient was .075 
indicating that for approximately 92.5 percent (100-7.5) of the distribu- 
tion, equal percentages of students were provided with equal percentages 
of revenues. The restricted range was $965.00, which means that there 
was a $965.00 difference behind the revenue per pupil of the student at 
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the 95th percentile - 9 compared to the student at the 5th percentile. The 
range was a $9,781.00 which means there was a difference of $9,781.00 
per pupil between the revenue of the maximum and ra/.niraum value. ^ The 
relationship between revenue per pupil and wealth per pupil was .60 as 
indicated by the correlation,^ but only .0010 as indicated by the slope, 
which means that a one dollar change in wealth per pupil was associated 
with just a 1/iOth of a cent change in revenue per pupil (or a change 
of one thousand dollars in wealth is associated with change of one 
dollar in revenue per pupil); The elasticity was 0.099 indicating that 
a one percent change in wealth represents .099 change in revenue. Or, 
put another way, a ten percent change in wealth represents a less than 
a one percent change in revenue; or a 50 percent change in wealth repre- 
sents less than a five percent change in revenue. The elasticity, like 
the slope, represents a relationship of low magnitude. The Federal 
Range Ratio, the restricted range at the 95th and 5th percentile, divided 
by the value at the 5th percentile, was 0.48. The restricted range 
ratio was 1.48. 

National Comparisons. 1976 and Cross Time Comparisons. 1976-1986 

Tables 10-12 present revenue disparity statistics for 35 states 
in 1976, 1 ranked from the most equitable to the least equitable. These 
tables provide data for purposes of providing comparative information 
beyond the context of Texas, and for the purpose of comparing equity in 
Texas over a ten year time span, i.e., 1976-1986. It might be noted 
with regards to these time periods, 1976 was the first year of implemen- 
tation of the financing system under prior law, H.B. 1126; 1986 repre- 
sents the second year of a phased- in weighted pupil foundation program 
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enacted as part H.fi: 72: 

fable 16 provides comparative data for the restricted range and 
federal range ratio; Table 10 provides comparative data for the McLoone 
Index and the Coefficient of Variation; Table 12 provides comparative 
information for the simple correlation coefficient and on the simple 
elasticity. In comparing the 1986 Texas figures with the 1976 figures 
all measures show improvement which indicates greater equity over time. 
These data are presented on Table 13. 

Distribution-o€^e v e nue ^by^Perceritage of Pupils 

Further examination of total State and local revenue per pupil 
at five percent intervals was undertaken to aid in the description of the 
distribution of revenue across all students and to provide detailed 
explanatory information with regards to the differences observed in the 
values for the range versus the restricted range. It was found that 
(with the exception of for the bottom 5 percent of students) the largest 
increase in revenue per pupil was approximately five percent ($144. 00) 
from brie interval to the next, except for the interval from the 95th to 
the 100th percentile, where the revenue per pupil increased by ap- 
proximately 287 percent ($8,513.00). Examination of revenue per pupil 
for this interval, i.e., 95th to 100th, by one-half of one percent in- 
creases, showed further that the percentage increase from one interval 
to the next ranged from approximately 2 percent ($68 . 00) to 8 percent 
($239.00) with the exception of the interval from 99.5 percentile to 
the 100th percentile, which showed a striking increase in revenue per 
pupil ($7,417. 00)--183 percent. These data are presented in Table 14, 
Figure 2, and Figure 3. They show a fairly flat distribution of revenue 
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per pupil described above except for the values located at the upper 
extreme. Thus, a large portion of difference in total State and local 
revenue per pupil in Texas appears to be confined to approximately one- 
half of one percent of Texas students, or less. No doubt, this unusual 
distribution of total revenue per pupil likely has a dis tortionary 
affect on the statistical measures utilized to assess equity. Odden, 
Berne, and Stiefel , writing oh equity in 1976, stated: 

... a very few, very small districts with extremely 
large revenues per pupil could produce statistical 
results that indicate substantial Statewide revenue per 
pupil differences when the problem is localized for a 
few districts. This could be an issue in Texas (emphasis 
added) , 42 

Reanalysis of Equity by Percentage of Pupils 

It was deemed necessary to determine whether or not the disparity 
measured in the equity statistics for 1985-86 were the result of State- 
wide revenue per pupil differences, or if a large part of the variation 
was localized, that is, due to the influence of a few small districts 
with relatively high per pupil revenues, but few total pupils. Thus, 
the strength of the relationships found in the equity analysis for all 
students was compared to the strength of the results when 1) 99 percent 
of the total students, ranked by revenue per pupil, were included, and 
2) when 95 percent of the total students were included Statewide. 
These data are presented in Table 15 and in Figure 4. Table 16 presents 
the same analysis but excludes sparse districts according to current 
law definitions. 
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The data show that when one percent of total students were ex : 
eluded from the analysis, the coefficient of variation was reduced 17 
percent, from 15; 89 to 13; 16; With five percent of total pupils excluded 
from the analysis, a 36 percent change in the coefficient of variation, 
from 15 . 89 to 10; 16, was found. The mean changed little; it was 
$£37(3. 00 when one percent of pupils were excluded from analysis; it was 
$2324; 10 when five percent of pupils were excluded from analysis; The 
Gini Coefficient was reduced to .068 (9 percent) when calculations 
included 99 percent of total pupils. It was reduced to 0.56 (25 percent) 
when 95 percent of total pupils were included in the analysis. The 
Federal range ratio, which uses values at the 95th and 5th percentile, 
did not change when one percent of total pupils were excluded at the 
upper extremes. It was reduced 16 percent, from .48 to .41, when five 
percent of total pupils were excluded. The McLoone Index, which weighs 
the lower half of the distribution more heavily, was not affected by 
the exclusion of pupils from the upper extreme, as might be expected. 
Perhaps most striking of all changes noted, was the reduction in the 
range, which showed a 79 percent change ($7,746.00) when only one percent 
of the total population of students was omitted from the analysis; it 
showed an 87 percent change ($8,516.00) when the analysis excluded five 
percent of the total students. The range was $2,035 and $1,265 per 
pupil, for 99 and 95 percent of total pupils, respectively. With the 
exclusion of 5 percent of total pupils, the range ratio- -the ratio of 
the highest to lowest value- -changed from 6:77 to 1.75: For the 
restricted range, little or no change was noted when one percent of 
total students were excluded from analysis. When five percent of total 
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stiadents were excluded from analysis, however, the restricted range at 
the 95th and 5th percentile showed a 17 percent change (from $965.00 to 
$808.00); at the 10th and 90th percentile the restricted range showed a 
15 percent change (from $716.00 to $606.00). The differences found in 
the analysis were similar when sparse districts were excluded. Due to 
the relatively small numbers of students in these districts, their 
influence on most measures utilized was minimal. 

Correlations . Regressions .- and Slopes 

The influence of the exclusion of both one and five percent of 
total pupiir on the statistical results in the equity analysis was 
further tested. The relationship between per pupil property wealth and 
total State and local revenue per pupil was examined using simple cor- 
relations, bivariate regressions and simple slopes. Ic included all 
revenue per pupil, and (a) all revenue per pupil for 99 percent of 
total pupils and ranked by revenue from high to low, (b) all revenue 
per pupil for 95 percent of total pupils. These calculations were 
undertaken utilizing two wealth measures: (a) actual per pupil^ proper- 
ty values Utilized for the calculation of the Local Fund Assignment 
(LFA) in the 1985-86 school year, for Foundation School Program 
revenue , ^ and (b) 1985 tax year property values. 

These data, presented in Table 17, show that when all pupils 
are considered in the measure, a correlation of .60 and .62 was found, 
between per pupil revenue and the (a) 1986 LFA property value and the 
(b) 1985 tax year value, respectively. The regression showed that 
wealth accounted for approximately 37 percent in the variation in revenue 
per pupil, that is, less than two- fifths of the variation in per pupil 
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revenue could be explained by property values. The relationship between 
wealth and revenue was of low magnitude as indicated by the slope of 
.0010, indicating that a one dollar change in wealth per pupil would be 
accompanied by only a one-tenth of one cent change in revenue per pupil, 
and as indicated by the elasticity, as previously discussed. 

The correlation, regression, slope and elasticity show a reduced 
relationship between wealth ar.d revenue when either 99 percent or 95 
percent of the pupils were included in the analysis. When 95 percent 
of all students were included, for example, the correlations were reduced 
to .41 and .43, for 1986 LFA values and 1985 values, respectively, 
accounting for less than one -fifth of the variation in per pupil revenues 
(17 percent and 19 percent). The slope was increased from .0010 to 
.0009 for either property value, indicating, again, a relationship of 
low magnitude. 

SUMMARY 

In sum, these analyses showed the substantial distortionary 
affects of one to five percent of the upper extreme of total students, 
ranked by revenue per pupil, on the measurement of equity in Texas 
education finance: Further, the data indicated improvement over time 
in the leng struggle of equalizing resources in the State of Texas and, 
thus, a robust response by lawmakers to issues raised by Rodriguez . 
However, vigilance must be exercised lest one is lulled into the belief 
that no further action is necessary or into thinking that gains evidenced 
by f-riese measures will be self -maintaining . The dual problems of a 
rapidly increasing school population and an economic recession brought 
on by the reduction of oil prices, if they continue, bode ill for an 
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optimistic appraisal for the future of Texas education finance equity. 
And, despite efforts by legislatures? such as the Texas General Assembly, 
interstate differences in financing education nn»st socn raise thorny 
questions so often lost in State level analysis. As the citizens of 
one Nation continue to seek equal protection of life, liberty and the 
pursuit of happiness under the law- -rights built on the foundations tone 
of equality in educational opportunity- - the day of reckoning must soon 
dawn when once again a challenge to the system of education finance 
reaches the highest tribunal in the land. This time, perhaps, the 
federal system of financing education will be called into question, 
seeking redress to the substantial lack of national involvement in 
achieving school finance equalization for all the diverse sectors of 
bur education landscape- -our country's gr*. itest resource and the hope 
of our Nation's future into the 21st century. 
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i Cf. Deborah A. .Vcrstegeri; Richard Hooker, and Nolan Estes, M A 
Comprehensive Shif c in Educational Policymaking: Texas Education Reform 
Legislation^ iri Van D. Mueller and Mary P. McKeown, eds. f The Fiscal . 
Legal . and Political Asr ;ets of State Reform of Elementary and Secondary 
Education (Cambridge, Ma. : Bal linger, 1986), 277-308. 

^San Antonio ?ndependent School District vs. Rodriguez > 411 
U.S. 1 (1973). 

-'Although the new finance system was implemented in 1984-85 , a 
number of major provisions had not been phased- in, e.g., the basic 
grani: was $12f 0 per pupil versus the current $1350 ; the education index 
was temporary for 1984-85; and the special education weights had not 
been implemented.. Thus, 1985-86 was the first year for which reliable 
data were available. 

: ^C.f . , Robert Berne and Leanna Stiefel (1984) . The Measurement 

of Equity i n School Finance: Conceptual Methodological and Empirical 

Dimensions . Baltimore, Maryland: The Johns Hopkins University Press . 

/'The comparison of district versus student units of analysis is 
provided below to illustrate the distortionary affect of utilizing the 
incorrect unit. 



Statewide 
Average 

Unit of Number of Average Total Dollars Per 
Analysis Pupils Dollars/Per Pupil Funds Student 

Student Unit 

District 1 5 $ 20.00 - $100.00 

District 2 1 100.00 - 100 . 00 

;>00.00/6 - $33.3 per 
student 

District Unit 

District 1 5 20.00 - 20.00 

District 2 1 100.00 - 100.00 

120.00/2 - $60.00 per 
student 



"One 5ull time equivalent, unit was based on 30 contact hours 
per week between student and teacher. 

^ Robert Berne, personal communication with the author , November , 

1936. 

g i 

°Small district figures were taken from lase year impact model 
(1986-87). The Foundation Master File (FMF) does not retain data at 
this level of detail. 
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^"An analysis using weighted pupils, in effect, combines the 
equal treatment of equals and unequal treatment of unequals into a 
single assessment of equity." Education Finance Center, Education 
Commission of the Stated, (1979). Equity in School Finance . Report No. 
F797-9- Author: Denver, GO, p. 64. 

*°See, Berne and Stiefel, op. cit. 

^Transportation figures were taken from the Foundation Master 
File. Transportation figures serve as a proxy for sparsity in many 
cases and do not relate to difference in student program costs. 
According to Berne and Stiefel, "Of all the components of current 
operating expenditures [and total state and local revenue], the variation 
in transportation expenditures relates least directly to a child's 
educational experience." Op. cit., 1984, p. 122. 

12 See here, Jay Chambers (1979) , "Cost of Education Indices: A 
Discussion Paper," The New York Task Force on Equity and Excellence in 
Education Denver, Colorado: Education Commission of the States. 
Chambers states that "If a cost of education index is adopted then 
expenditure [and revenue] figures must be deflated by this index so 
that disparities are measured in real rather than nominal terms" (p. 
15). The PDI utilized was the raw index proposed in 1985-86. Texas 
Education Agency (19S6) . Report of the Price Differential Index 
Advisory Committee to the State Board of Education. Austin, Texas : It 
was utilized to deflate the aggregate Unit of analysis, e.g., total 
state and local revenue , both including and excluding sparse districts 
for baseline equity data. (As per personal communication, R. Berne , 
July, 1986). According to Berne and Stiefel, "school finance equity 
analysis should, at the very least, use price-adj us ted dollars . If 
only one object is used, price adjusted dollars is preferable. Berne 
and Stiefel (1984) , bp. cit., p. 280. 

13 The formula for the adjusted Revenue is: (LOCREV +_ STAID - 
TRAN) / RAWPDI) . LOCREV - lp^al revenue , STAID - state aid, TRAN - 
transportation, PDI - 1985-86 proposed index with no adjustment. 

l^C . f . , Finch , J . (1967) . Ah Analysis of Financial Measures 
as- Related to Certain Measures of Quality (doc . diss . ) . Teachers 
College; Columbia University: N.Y. , N.Y. 

^Student counts for 1985-86 were taken from Superintendent 1 s 
Report of Pupil Attendance and Contact Hours . Fall 1985 and Spring 
1986. and National School Lunch Program Report 1984-85. Texas Education 
Agency , Austin, Texas . For total students , vocational education 
students, special education students, and bilingual education students: 
total FTE's in average daily attendance (average of best 4 of 8 weeks 
during which attendance was reported) by program were utilized; For 
special education, FTEs by instructional arrangements were utilized. 
For compensatory education students , the best 6 months average of number 
of students participating in the National Free and Reduced Lunch Program 
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during the prior school year (1984-85) was utilized. For gifted and 
talented students, the total number of students in gifted and talented 
programs and for whom gifted and talented programs were being developed 
for fall 1985 and spring 1986, were included. 

^Current operating expenditures included functions 10, 20, 30, 
40, 50, and 70 in both the general fund (fund i0) and government 
expendable trust (fund 80;, 

17 Official Budget for Texas Public Schools 1985-86 , Texas 
Education Agency, Austin, Texas. 

18 Fund 10 is the general fund. Fund 80 is referred to as 
'Government Expendable Trust Fund 1 on the budget and 1 Fiduciary Fund 
Types -Trusts and Agency Funds 1 in the Texas Financia? Accounting Manual 
(Bulletin 679) . These types of funds are used to account for assets 
held by a district as an agent or in a trustee capacity. An example 
would be a fund to account for operation of a special education 
cooperative for which the district serves as fiscal agent. 

l^Quiritiles reported by SAS_, the statistical package utilized 
throughout this analysis , do not take weighted pupils into account , 
thus requiring a separate analysis for range , restricted range, federal 
range ratio and percentile reporting. C.f. SAS User f - Guide : Basics . 
Version 5 Edition (1985) SAS Institute, Inc. : Cary , NC, p. 1184. 
Extreme caution is therefore urged when actual output is utilized, as 
district units of analysis are not acceptable measures, nor in keeping 
with best practice or research knowledge. Percentiles and the restricted 
range were calculated utilizing the following methodology. First, the 
distribution of total state and local revenue per pupil for each district 
as defined herein was ranked in ascending order together with tc-al 
pupils per district and cumulative pupils across all districts ; The 
first observation at which, e;g;, five percent of cumulative pupils was 
reached, identified the revenue object that wr^ utilized; This procedure 
was repeated for each percentage point utilized in the study. 

20 C.f . , 34, CFR, eh. 11 (7-1-85). 

2 ^-See footnote for quintiles. SAS was unable to locate the 
median pupil and selected the median district in its place. As a result, 
the median pupil required selection as described in footnote 23 and a 
separate calculation was undertaken. 

22 Property values included (1) 1985 calendar (tax) year and (2) 
1985-86 school year values as utilized to distribute LFA; ADA was for 
1985-86. 

2 ^Data sources and definitions for the variables utilized in 
the regression analysis are the same as those utilized in the 
correlational analysis. For property values, tax levies, and tax rates 
the following data sources were utilized throughout : State Property 
Tax Board Worksheet of 1985, certified property values correspor ding to 
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1985-86 school year (certified property values are appraised values 
standardized to 100 percent of market value throughout the state). 
S tate Property- Tax Board -Scl f- Report of 1985 tax year levies reported 
by school districts (corresponding to 1985-86 school year). State 
Property Tax Board, Austin, Texas. For the property values utilized to 
compute the 1985-86 local fund assignment, 1984 tax values were utilized. 
Data sources were those cited above, but for the 1984 tax year: 

24 These correlations are based on actual figures. Thus, total 
State arid local revenue does not reflect allowable adjustments needed 
prior to determination of the correlation coefficients when analysis is 
made for e ^uity. lite reader is therefore cautioned against extrapolating 
data from this section for purposes other than that intended, or in 
utilizing these data out of context ^ Correlations utilized for equity 
analyses are presented in the second part of this section. 

95 

""The loss of aid to budget balanced districts explains the 

correlation, which would be higher if adjustment for available fund 

(per capita) revenue had not occurred. 

_ __ _ __ _ 

It ?^ 0 ?^ d _^ e _ n ?^ e ^_ t ^ r ? u S^ ou ?_ t ^ at t * le correlations are 
tentative at best, as extremes in wealth variables, for example, may 
tend to overestimate or provide spurious relationships, and slopes and 
elasticities have not been calculated to determine their magnitude. 

- - - - - - 

There was no relationship between black students and wealth 
(r - 0*111) • There was a low relationship between hispanic students 
and wealth (r - -0^202)] district wealth accounted for only 4 percent 
in the variation of numbers of hispanic students across Texas districts 
(r 2 - 0.0408). 

28 The factor DAS /S AS was utilized to denote experience (TEC 3 
16. 154) , where DAS - district average classroom minimum salary , SAS is 
the statewide average minimum required per Texas Educat ion C ode . 

29 The highest r 2 - 0.174. Also, the possibility of M 5 0 taxes 
being used by wealthier districts for building purposes has been raised. 
C.f . Strain, Sherri (1985) . The Impact of HB 72 on - the Eoualizat ion o f 
School Finance in Texas (dec . diss.), The University of Texas : Austin, 
Texas . Also, districts which were receiving equalization transition 
aid were provided disincentives for raising I&S rates. Therefore , 
these data may not reveal the entire picture of I&S taxes in Texas. 

30 For Wealth and 1) total tax rate, ?) I & S rate , 3) M & 0 
rater 2 * 0.050, 0.074, and 0.003, respectively . Thus, wealth accounted 
for less than 7 percent (at most) in the variation in district's M&O, 
or I&S, or total tax rate. 

•^Little variation was expiaired by this variable, r 2 - 0.116, 
0 . 117 , 0.071 for average salary, average salary including career ladder, 
and beginning teacher salary, respectively. 
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^Perhaps t fcg numbers , versus percentage of total district ADA, 
of special program pupils in the larger districts could provide a 
plausible explanation for this- That is, when the proportion of the 
district's population that was a special population was taken into 
account 9 ho relationship was exhibited. When actual numbers of special 
population students were considered, a moderate, negative relationship 
was found. 

_^For percentage of students passing all sections of TABS, r^ - 
0.035, 0.020, 0.010, for total tax rate, M & 0 rate, and I & S rate, 
respectively. 

3^r^ - 0.257, 0.179 for the variation explained by local 
enrichment and State and local enrichment respectively, in total teacher 
salaries. r^ — 0.102 for the variation explained by total State and 
local revenue per pupil in total teacher salaries. 

^-*As discussed previously, the correlation of teacher experience 
variables and wealth was very low, however (r - 0.153, 0.149) suggesting 
that the highest teacher salaries, related to an experienced force of 
teachers, would be correspondingly lower in wealthy districts. For the 
variation accounted for by wealth in average, total and beginning 
salaries, r 2 - 0.151, 0.145, 0;170, respectively. 

"^Special program pupils includsd special, vocational, bilingual 
and compensatory education. For gifted and talented students, there 
was no relationship to test scores found (r - 0.000, -0.185, for TABS 
and TEAMS tests, respectively). 

^^The correlation between minority and poor students was .884, 
indicating a relatively strong interaction between these variables. 

38 TEC, Chapter 2, § 16.104. 

39 According to Odden, Berne and Stiefel (1979), "Great care 
should be given to making conclusions about the equity of a state school 
finance system on the basis of . . . one statistic. ..." Education 
Finance Center, op. cit . , p. 39. This may be especially relevant; for 
measures, like the range which are affected by inflation. 

^See Table 17 for correlations, regressions, slopes and 
elasticities relating to revenue and wealth. The variation accounted 
for by the correlation was small (r^-0.38). The property values utilized 
in computing both the correlations, regressions, and slopes were based 
on the 1984 tax year (January 1 to December 31, 1984) . They were 
utilized for computing the local fund assignment in the Foundation 
School program for the 1985-86 school year. If property values declined 
more than 8 percent between 1984 (tax year) and 1985 , however , the 1985 
property values were used. It should be noted that this measure of 
property wealth provides a lag time between assessments and distribution 
of state aid; it was utilized to provide comparable data for the 
crosstime comparisons. The 1985 tax year property value correlation 
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with wealth was 0.62: Both calculations are presented for comparison, 
although, when cross time comparisons were not used, the more recent 
wealth measure is preferred; 

*l$ource: Education Finance Center, Education Commission of 
the States, (1979) , Equity in School Finance . Appendix C. Report No. 
F79-9 . Author: Denver, Colorado. These data appear to be the most 
comprehensive , recent intrastate comparative measures available . 

^Education Finance Center, Education Commission on the States 
(1979) , op. cit. , p. 39. 

* J The refined average daily attendance figure is utilized to 
denote pupils. It is the best 4 of 8 weeks count, as defined by the 
State Board of Education for 1985-86. 

44 This was based on the 1984 tax year (Jan. 1, 1983-December 
31, 1984). 
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Figure 1 

A Summary of Alternative Equity Criteria With 
Those Utilized in the Methodology 
Indicated by an Asterisk 



Component of 
Equity Concept 



Alternative for Each Component 



Who? 

the Group 
Witt 

The Object 



* Children 

Inputs Outputs 

-Do Hers * -Student Achievement 

*-Price-adjusted dollars -Behavioral output 

-Physical resources 



Outcomes 
-Earning potential 
-Income 
-Satisfaction 



Hov? 
the 

principle 



Horizontal Equity 
*-Equa^ treatment of 

equals; minimise 

spread in 

distribution 



Vertical Equity 
* -Unequal treatment of 

unequal s; more 

objects to the 

needier 



How Much? 
The 

summary 
statistic 



Univariate Dispersion 
*-Range 

^-Restricted range 
^-Federal range ratio 

-Relative mean 
deviation 
*-Tto McLoone Index 

-Varience 
*-Coefficient of variation 

-Standard* deviation of 
logarithm 
*-Gini coefficient 

-Atkinson's index 

-Thail's measure 



Equal Opportunity 
*-No discrimination 
on the basis of 
property wealth 
in school dis- 
trict or other 
categories: 
minimize unde- 
sirable rela- 
ships 
Relationship 
^-Simple Correlation 
* -Simple Slope 
-Quadratic Slope 
-Cubic Slope 
* -Simple Elasticity 
-Quadratic Elasticity 
-Cubic Elasticity 
-Constant Elasticity 
-Adjusted Relationship 
Measure from Simple 
Regression 

-Adjusted Relationship 

Measure from Quadratic 

Regression 
-Adjusted Relationship 

Measure from Cubic 

Regression 
-Implicit Weight 
-Averaged Implicit 

Weight 



(Berne and Stiefel, 1984 , p. 9) 
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Table 1 



An Illustration of a 
Sample District Calculation 

Part 1 

- State revenue (doesn't include bilingual 

summer school) 

- Local revenue (minus co-curricular/ 

enterprising) 

o Total state and local revenue 

- Transportation costs 
o Subtract transportation 

- Price differential index 

o Divide by price differential index 
Part 2 

- Regular education ADA 

- Special education FTEs 

- Vocational education FTEs 
o Total average daily attendance 

- Special education^ 

- Vocational education 

- Bilingual education 

- Compensatory education 

- Gifted and talented education 

o Add pupil differentials as per current law 

- Small district weight 

6 Add small district weight per pupil 
Part 3 

* Revenue variable (Part 1) 

* Weighted ADA variable (Part 2) 

Divide revenue variable by weighted ADA to derive 
revenue per student figure 



$ 4,030,712 

$ 899,7*5 
$ 4.930.507 
$ 135,258 
$ 4.795.249 
1.00851 
$4,754,786 * 




$ 4,754,786 
2,115.07 

$ 2,248 



1«; 



Special education and vocational education weighted added include 
those weights over 1 FTE per pupil (which was included in the first 
section of Part 2). Each student in bilingual, compensatory, and gifted 
and talented education programs are weighted in accordance with current 
law. 
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Table 2 



Pearson Product Moment Correlations Between Selected Variables, 1985-66 a/ 



Operating Total Local .State 
Wealth --Cost- Revenue Revenue " 



Total Tax Rate -0.223 

Minority Students as % of Total 4). 122 

Black as I of Total 0.111 

Hispanic as \ of Total -0.202 

Price Differential Index 0.010 

Refined ADA— Best 4 of 3 Weeks 0.166 

% 9th Grade Passing All Sec. TABS 0.161 

Chg. in ABA, 1984 to 1985 -0.020 

Density: Students per Square Mile 0.019 

Lunch: Comp. Ed. as I of Total -0.228 

M & 0 Tax Rate -0.059 

Wealth-Property Value Per Pupil 1.000 

Operating Cost Per Pupil 0.595 

! & S Rate -0.272 

Average Teacher Salary, 1984-85 0.389 

Average Salary & Career ladder 0.382 

Mean Career Udder Supplement -0.141 

Mean Beginning Teacher Salary 0.412 

Unadjusted PDI (Raw PD1) 0.055 

Total Salary Adjusted by Raw PDI 0.446 

Number of Special Education Pupils 0.171 

Number of Vocational Ed. Pupils 0.175 

Number of Regular Ed. Pupils 0.166 

Number of Comp. Ed. Pupils 0.116 

Number of Bilingual Ed. Pupils 0.104 

Number of Gifted & Talented Pupils 0.188 

PDI Allocation Per Pupil 0.009 

Small District. Alloc. Per Pupil 0.143 

LFA as a Percent of State Aid 0.697 

Equal Enrichment Per Pupil -0.527 

a 45 

ERIC 



0.152 
0.079 
0.011 
0.008 
-0.006 
0.095 
-0.005 
-0.317 
0.045 

0.048 
0.385 
0.595 
1,000 
-0.296 
0.441 
0.426 
-0.158 
0.362 
0.024 
0.525 
0.107 
0.093 



0.089 
0.079 
0,107 
-0.006 
0.277 
0.559 
-0.366 



0.197 
-0.109 
0.004 
-0.122 
-0.176 
-0.050 
0.136 
-0.200 
-0.073 
-0.108 



0.647 
0.907 
-0.248 
0.343 
0.322 
,0.138 



-0.158 
0.545 
-0.041 
-0.050 
•-0,051 



-0.065 
-0.030 
-0.177 
0.430 
0.556 

-0.359 



0.042 
-0.233 
0.157 
-0.353 
0.053 
0.162 
0.255 



-0.373 
0,308 
0.762 
0.785 
-0.363 
0.575 
0.554 
-0.222 
0.495 
0.093 
0.623 
0.167 
0.166 
0.161 



0.066 
0.188 
0,052 
0.131 
0.901 
-0.764 



0.129 
0.280 



0.476 
-0.268 
-0.324 
-0.291 
-0.000 
-0.087 
0.518 
-0.110 
-0.625 
41.400 
0.358 



-0.606 
0.233 
-0.525 
-0.316 



41.322 
-0.331 
-0.323 
-O.202 
-0.177 
-0.347 
-0.268 
0.217 
-0.951 
0.922 



Beglnn. Percent Fund 

Fund Balance of 

Balance Total Revenue 

0.053 0.038 

-0.148 -0.176 

-0.063 -0.104 

-0.099 -0.114 

-0.328 -0.331 

-0.234 -0.290 

0.132 0.131 

-0,090 -0.045 

-0.254 -0,308 

-0.075 -0.087 

0.128 0.056 

0.367 0.127 

0.451 0.169 

-0.095 -0.018 

0.042 -0,055 

0.025 -0.070 

-0.038 v.v 
0.016 

-0.337 -0,355 

0.319 0.209 

-0.235 -0.296 

-0.226 -0.281 

-0.234 -0.269 

-0.216 -0.270 

-0,220 -0.275 

-0.239 41.304 

-0.328 -0.330 

0.409 0.314 

0.220 0.056 

-0.106 -0.006 4 6 



. Table 2 
(continued) 



Wealth 



Exper, Teacher Alloc. Per Pupil -0.001 

Equalization Transition Per Pupil 0.415 

Local Fund Assignment Per Pupil 0.730 

Sum of All Special Program Pupils 0.136 

Special Pupils as t of Total Pupils -0.177 

Regular Pupils as ? of Total Pupils 0.161 
Total State & Local Revenue Per Pupil 0.647 

Local Revenue Per Pupil 0.762 

State Revenue Per Pupil -0.625 

Beginning Fund Balance. Per Pupil 0.367 

% Fund Balance of Total Revenue 0.127 

Local Enrichment Per Pupil 0.721 

State&Local Enrichment Per Pupil 0.682 

Minimum Salary Ratio, 1985 0.153 

Minimum Salary Ratio, 1986 0.149 



Beginn. Percent Fund 

ing Total Local State Fund Balance of 

Cost Revenue Revenue Revenue Balance Total Revenue 

0,045 0.009 0.038 -0.054 -0.047 -0.068 

0,438 0.487 0.630 -0,565 0.254 0.147 

0.625 0.630 0.920 -O.908 0.288 0.086 

0,090 -0.056 0.111 -0.244 -0.230 -0.288 

-0,017 -0.142 -0.303 0.366 -0.196 -0.217 

0,083 0.080 0.194 -0.245 0.094 0.085 

0,907 1.O00 0.838 -0.394 0.546 0.220 

0,785 0.838 1.000 -0.832 0.410 0.144 

-0,400 -0.394 -0.832 1.000 -0.136 -0.020 

0.451 0.546 0.410 -0.136 1.000 0.879 

0.169 0.220 0.144 ^0.020 0.879 1.000 

0,821 0.900 0.970 -0.718 0.454 0.169 

0.852 0.946 0.899 -0.551 0.502 0.197 

0.159 0.108 0.221 -0.261 -0.005 -0.054 

0,156 0.107 0.216 -0.255 -0.005 -0.053 



a/ Operating Cost ami revenue variables do not contain allowable adjustments which are necessary in the 
analysis of equity. Local revenue, state revenue, beginning fund balance and percentage fund balance of 
total revenue, are only part of total revenue variable. 
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Table 3 

Correlations Between tax Rates arid Selected Variables 



total tax M&O I&S 
Variables Rate Rate Rate a/ 



Total Tax Rate 


1 


. 000 


0 


. 783 


0 


.497 


Minority Students as % of Total 


-0 


.254 


-0 


.196 


-0 


.130 


Black as % of Total 


-0 


. 148 


0 


.017 


-0 


.258 


Hispanic as % of Total 


-0 


. 179 


-0 


.218 


0 


. 020 


Price Differential Index 


-0 


. 162 


-0 


. 109 


-0 


. 106 


Refined ADA- -Best 4 of 8 Weeks 


-0 


.349 


-0 


. 179 


-0 


. 305 


% 9th Grade Passing All Sec. TABS 


0 


. 186 


0 


. 140 


0 


. 100 


Chg. in ADA, 1984 to 1985 


-b 


.024 


-0 


. 268 


0 


. 336 


Density: Students per Square Mile 


-0 


. 240 


-0 


. 177 


-0 


. 133 


Lunch :_ Comp Ed as % of Total 


-0 


.230 


-p 


. 189 


-0 


. 103 


M & 0 Tax Rate 


0 


. 783 


1 


. 000 


-0 


. 150 


Wealth-Property Value Per Pupil 


-0 


. 223 


-0 


.059 


-0 


.272 


Operating Cost Per Pupil 


0 


. 152 


0 


. 385 


-0 


. 296 


I&S Rate 


0 


.497 


-0 


. 150 


1 


.000 


Average Teacher Salary, 1984-85 


-0 


. 042 


0 


. 196 


-0 


. 340 


Average Salary & Career Ladder 


-6 


.007 


0 


: 165 


-0 


: 342 


Mean Career Ladder Supplement 


-0 


. 359 


-0 


. 106 


b 


.092 


Mean Beginning Teacher Salary 


-0 


. 075 


0 


. 106 


. • -° 


. 267 


Unadjusted PDi (Raw PDI) 


-0 


. 222 


-0 


. 128 


-0 


. 175 


Total Salary Adjusted by Raw PDI 


Q 


• Q?l 


0 


OAT 

- 307 


-0 


. 254 


Number of Special Education Pupils 


-0 


■ 359 


- A 

- u 


no 

• IZ? 


- A 


• ??! 


Number of Vocational Ed. Pupils 


~ a 

-0 


- 377 


■ Q 




-0 


0 c 

. 325 


Number of Regular Ed. Pupils 


-Q 


. 347 


-Q 


. 178 


" A 


O AO 

• 303 


Number or Comp. Ed. Pupils 


A 




- u 


1 0^ 




OOA 


Number or Bilingual Ed. Pupils 


A 

-0 


1 *3 Q 


A 


0 AO 




OCT 


Number or Girted & Talented rupus 


A 
-0 


3 7C 


A 

- vJ 


. ZUD 




3 1 % 
. Oil 


rDi Allocation Fer rupii 


A 

- u 


. XoZ. 


A 

- U 


+ AQ 


- u 


T AC 
. 1U3 


omaii uiscricc. aiioc. rer rupn 


n 
u 


. U J J 


A 
U 


AO 7 


A 

- u , 


. u*+ / 


LrA as a rercent or State Ala 


A 

u 


. uuu 


A 


1 A1 
. 1U1 


A 

- u . 


A 1 A 


fcqual hnricnment rer rupn 


A 

u 


• 


A 

V ■ 


1 A7 


A 


.hjD 


hxper. leacner Alloc, rer rupii 


A 

- y . 


1 /. 7 

• 14/ 


A 

V 


AC'S 

• Ujj 


A 

- y . 


0 A7 


Equalization Transition Per Pupil 


A 
U . 


Aft 7 


A 
U . 


1 


A 

- U . 


A7" 7 


T"ftrfl^ FtlTlrf Acer frnniPTI f" P^l" ^TTT} "f 1~ 


-0. 


187 


o, 


, 094 


-0, 


429 


Sum of All Special Program Pupils 


-b. 


,359 


-0; 


203 


-0; 


288 


Special Pupils at % of Total Pupils 


-b. 


222 


-0. 


,255 


0. 


064 


Regular Pupils at % of Total Pupils 


0. 


094 


0. 


01S 


0. 


125 


Total State & Local Revenue Per Pupil 


0. 


197 


0. 


402 


-b. 


248 


Local Revenue Per Pupil 


0. 


042 


0. 


308 


-0. 


363 


State Revenue Per Pupil 


0. 


129 


-0. 


110 


0. 


358 


Beginning Fund Balance Per Pupil 


0. 


053 


0. 


128 


-0. 


095 


% Fund Balance of Total Revenue 


0. 


038 


0. 


G56 


-0. 


018 


Local Enrichment Per Pupil 


0. 


182 


0. 


417 


-0: 


293 


State&Local Enrichment Per Pupil 


0. 


257 


0. 


439 


-b. 


205 


Minimum Salary Ratio, 1985 


-0. 


184 


0. 


071 


-b. 


391 


Minimum Salary Ratio, 1986 


-0. 


178 


0. 


071 


-0. 


382 



a/ Because of the long terra expenditure and benefits related to debt 
service, attribution of this cost to any one year is tenuous. 
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Table k 

Correlations Between Selects! Variables and Teacher Salaries 





Beginning 


Average 


career 


ioiai 






Salary 


Udder 


oaisry 


Total Tax Rate 


~A Alt 

-0.075 


A AAn 

-0.042 


A AOC 


A A7A 


Minority Students as % of lotal 


ft AHA 

0.089 


0.040 


fi A1A 

\iW 


A ACC 


Black as I of Total 


0.195 


0.216 


A Art 1 

-0.234 


A f\ 1 ft 

0.218 


Hispanic as 3 of Total 


-0.054 


-0.112 


0.213 


A AAT 

-0,087 


Price Differential Index 


0.040 


0.578 


A A1 f 

-0,015 


A ^AA 

0.600 


Refined ADA — Best 4 of 8 Weeks 


0.335 


0.309 


A 1 / ^ 

-0,167 


A 1+A 

0,340 


I 9th Grade Passing All Sec. TABS 


0.013 


0.091 


0.042 


0.076 


Chg. in ADA, 1984 to 1985 


A i aA 

-0.106 


A ftAO 

-0.202 


0.164 


A 1 HA 

-0.189 


Density; Students per Square Nile 


0.230 


0.345 


A AAt 


0*373 


bunch: Gomp Ed as I of total 




a iaa 


n ii£ 
U.llO 


A 17A 


MSG Tax Kate 


a ihz 


rs tot 


a ioi 




Health-Property value Per Pupil 


a /io 

0,412 


u f 3o9 


A ill 


A Ml 


iterating lost rer rupii 




A AAA 


"O«lj0 




lab Kate 


a orr 
~U#Z00 




A AQA 
U»U7U 




Average leacner balary, lvg^-oD 


A 7QA 


1 AAA 


A AQA 


A QQA 


Average oaiary .4 career ijtHiGer 


*"v#/Zj 


n QQfi 




i nnn 
i«vyy 


nean career Ladder ouppj emetic 


n asg 


-U.U7.J 


i iinn 

l.Ow 




nean Beginning leacner oaiary 


1 •out 1 


H 73* 
U./JJ 




R-7W 


Unadjusted PDI (Raw PD1) 




A £££ 


A ACQ 


A.CAA 

OijVo 


Total Salary Adjusted by saw PDI 


0.546 


A 1£A 

0.760 


A A^O 

-0.043 


A 7AA 

UJ40 


»m 1 _ m a 1— < Y\ 1 — i • 11 Ii 

Number of Special Education Pupils 


0.323 


0,303 


A 1 A1 

0.181 


9.335 


Number of Vocational Ed. Pupils 


0.357 


0.332 


-0.161 


0.364 


Her of Regular Ed. Pupils 


0.335 


0.308 • 


-0,167 


0.339 


Number of Comp, Ed. Pupils 


0.265 


0.234 


-0.148 


0.266 


Number of Bilingual Ed. Pupils 


0.256 


0.184 


-0.163 


0.211 


Number of Gifted & Talented Pupils 


0.342 


0.336 


-0,151 


0.371 


PDI Allocation Per Pupil 


0.400 


0.578 


-0.014 


0.600 


Small District. Alloc. Per Pupil 


-0.204 


-0.340 


-0.357 


-0.357 


LPA as a Percent of State Aid 


0.537 


0.614 


0.600 


0.600 
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Table 4 
(continued) 



Equal Enrichment Per Pupil 
Exper. Teacher Alloc, Per Pupil 
Equalization Transition Per Pupil 
Local Fund Assignment Per Pupil 
Sum of All Special Program Pupils 
Special Pupils as I of Total Pupils 
Regular Pupils as I of Total Pupils 
Total State & Local Revenue Per Pupil 
Local Revenue Per Pupil 
State Revenue Per Pupil 
Beginning Fund Balance Per Pupil 
% Fund Balance of Total Revenue 
Local Enrichment Per Pupi 1 
State&Local Enrichment Per Pupil 
Minimum Salary Ratio, 1985 
Minimum Salary Ratio, 1986 



Beiiinniiifc 
Salaf v 


Average 
Salary 


Cereer 
- Ladder 


Total 
Salary 


-0.481 


-0.561 


-0.550 


-0.550 


0.688 


0,238 


-0.131 


0,247 


0.246 


0.338 


-0.130 


0.320 


0.517 


6,569 


-0,246 


0.557 


0 296 


0.240 


-0.167 


0.275 


0-006 


-0.065 


0.093 


-0.044 


0 176 


0.182 


0.053 


0.179 






0.138 


0.320 


ft AOA 




-0 220 


0,554 






0 233 


-0,600 

V 1 V vv 


n nifi 


0 042 


-0.038 


0.024 


-O.089 


-0.055 


0.008 


-0.069 


6.440 


0.531 


-0.188 


0.507 


0.360 


0.447 


3.141 


0.423 


0.208 


0.410 


-0.165 


0.417 


0.205 


0.040 


-0.161 


0.409 



a/total Average Salary (198445) plus Career Ladder Adjusted by the Price Differential Index (1985-86). 
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Table 5 

Correlations Between Vest Scores and Selected Variables 



TABS-Percent TEAMS -Total 

Passing All Standardized 



Variables 


Sections 


Score a/ 


Total Tax Rate 


0 


.186 


e 


.154 


Minority Students as % of Total 


-0 


.699 


-e 


.695 


Black as % of Total 


-0 


.405 


-e 


.351 


Hispanic as % of Total 


-0 


.493 


-e 


.532 


Price Differential index 


-0 


.134 


-e 


.009 


Refined ADA- -Best 4 of 8 Weeks 


-0 


.379 


-e 


.173 


% 9th Grade Passing All Sec. TABS 


1 


.QQQ 


e 


.760 


Chg. in ADA, 1984 to 1985 


0 


.215 


e 


.217 


Density: Students per Square Mile 


-0 


.202 


-0 


.056 


Lunch: Ccip Ed as % of Total 


-0 


.722 


-0 


.772 


K 6c 0 Tax Rate 


0 


.140 


0 


.120 


Wealth-Property Value Per ADA 


0 


.161 


0 


.232 


Operating Cost Per-Pupil 


0 


.005 


0 


.042 


I & S Rate 


0 


.100 


0 


.079 


Average Teacher Salary 1984-85 


0 


.091 


0 


.168 


Average Salary & Career Ladder 


0 


.077 


0 


.167 


Mean Career Ladder Supplement 


0 


.042 


-0 


.066 


Mean Beginning Teacher Salary 


0 


.013 


0 


.050 


Unadjusted PDI (Raw PDI) 


-0 


.230 


-0 


.072 


Total Salary Adjusted by Raw PDI 


0 


.279 


0 


.256 


Number of Special Education Pupils 


-0 


.391 


-0 


.182 


Number of Vocational Ed. Pupils 


-0 


.406 


-0 


.226 


Number of Regular Ed. Pupils 


-0 


.378 


-0 


.170 


Number of Comp . Ed. Pupils 


-0 


.485 


-0 


.297 


Number of Bilingual Ed. Pupils 


-0, 


.481 


-0, 


.283 


Number of Gifted 6c Talented Pupils 


0. 


.000 


-0, 


.185 


PDI Allocation Per-Pupil 


-0. 


.134 


-0, 


008 


Small District. Alloc. Per Pupil 


0. 


.075 


0. 


017 


LFA as a Percent of State Aid 


0. 


202 


0. 


319 


Equal Enrichment Per Pupil 


-0. 


258 


-0: 


395 


Exper. Teacher Alloc. Per Pupil 


-o. 


170 


-6; 


160 


Equalization Transition Per Pupil 


0. 


286 


0. 


335 


Local Fund Assignment Per Pupil 


0. 


156 


0. 


?69 


Sum of All Special Program Pupils 


-o. 


455 


-0. 


255 


Special Pupils as % of Total Pupils 


-0: 


597 


-6; 


558 


Regular Pupils as % of Total Pupils 


0. 


172 


0. 


240 


Total State & Local Revenue Per Pupil 


0. 


136 


0. 


163 


Local Revenue Per Pupil 


G. 


255 


0. 


344 


State Revenue Per Pupil 


-0. 


291 


-0: 


413 


Beginning Fund Balance Per Pupil 


Q. 


132 


0. 


080 


% Fund Balance of Total Revenue 


0. 


131 


0. 


071 


Local Enrichment Per Pupil 


0. 


296 


0. 


365 


State&Local Enrichment Per Pupil 


0. 


267 


0. 


303 


Minimum Salary Ratio, 1985 


-0. 


079 


-0. 


043 


Minimum Salary Ratio, 1986 


-0. 


076 


-0. 


041 



a/ N - 897, only districts administering the test were included. 

47 

ERIC 



Table 6 

Correlations Between Foundation School Progara Selected Variables 



Variables 



Price 
Differential 
- Index 



Small 

District Equalization 



Experienced 
Teacher 



Allotment Enrichment Allotment 



Fund 
Assignment, 



Total Tax Rate -0.162 

Minority Students as % of Total 0.375 

Black as % of Total 0.313 

Hispanic as % of Total 0.162 

Price Differential Index 1.000 

Refined ADA — Best 4 of 8 Weeks ._ 0.569 

I 9th Grade Passing All Sec. TABS -0.134 

dig. in ADA, 1984 to 1985 4.142 

* Density: Students per Square Mile 0.727 

05 Lunch: Comp Ed aa X of Total 0.066 

M & 0 Tux Rate .. -0.109 

Wealth-Property Value Per Pupil 0.010 

Operating Cost Per Pupil -0.006 

I & S Rate -0.105 

Average Teacher Salary, 1984-85 0.579 

Average Salary & Career ladder 0.601 

Mean Career Ladder Supplement 4;015 

Mean Beginning Teacher Salary 0.404 

Unadjusted PDI (Raw POT ) 0.966 

Total Salary Adjusted by Raw. PDI. -0.059 

Number of Special Education Pupils 0.564 

Number of Vocational Ed. Pupils 0.545 

Number of Regular Ed. Pupils 0.570 

Number of Comp. Ed. Pupils 0.492 

Number of Bilingual Ed, Pupils 0.461 

Number of Gifted & Talented Pupils 0.560 

PDI Allocation Per Pupil 1.000 

Small District. Alloc. Per Pupil -0.675 

LFA as a Percent of State Aid 0.203 

5er|c 



0.055 
-0.203 
-0.147 
-0.102 
-0.674 
-0.234 
0.075 
-0.050 
-0.318 
0.012 
0;Q97 
0.143 
0.277 
-0.047 
-0.344 
-0.358 
0.033 
-0.205 
-0.617 
0.078 
-0.229 
-0.224 
-0.234 
-0.192 
-0.177 
-0.225 
0.000 
1.000 
4.030 



0.132 
0.288 
-0.331 
0.517 
-0.248 
-0.356 
-0.258 
0.054 
4.081 
0.510 
-0.162 
-0.527 
-0.366 
0.436 
-0.561 
-0.551 
0.255 
4.481 
4.301 
-0;439 
4.364 
4.357 
4.355 
4.225 
4.200 
4.378 
4.247 
0.097 
4.873 



4.147 
0.077 
0.453 
4.178 
0.065 
0.230 
4.170 
4.228 
0.055 
0.083 
0.053 
4,001 
0.045 
4.307 
0.239 
0.247 
4,131 
0.088 
0.128 
0.203 
0.249 
0.282 
0.228 
0.238 
0.195 
0.275 
0.065 
0.017 
0.071 



4.169 
4.176 
0.282 
4.373 
0.203 
0.362 
0.202 
4.059 
0.122 
4.377 
0.101 
0.697 
0.559 
4.410 
0.614 
0.602 
4.240 
0.537 
0.276 
0.527 
0.362 
0.375 
0.361 
0.264 
0.244 
0.389 
0.203 
4.030 
1.000 



Table 6 . 
(continued) 



Price 
Differential 



-Variables 



Equal Enrichment Per Pupil -9.247 

Exper. Teacher Alloc. Per Pupil 0.065 

Equalization Transition Per Pupil -0.009 

local Fund Assignment Per Pupil 0.144 

Sum of All Special Program Pupils 0.591 

Special Pupils as 1 of Total Pupils 0.268 

Regular Pupils as I of Total Pupils 0.198 

Total State&Local Revenue Per Pupil -0.177 

Local Revenue Per Pupil 0.052 

State Revenue Per Pupil -0.268 

Beginning Fund Balance Per Pupil -0.328 

% Fund Balance of Total Revenue -0.330 

Local Enrichment Per Pupil -0.009 

State&Local Enrichment Per Pupil -0,090 

Minimum Salary Ratio 1985 0.134 

Minimum Salary Ratio, 1986 0.130 



Small 




Experienced 


Local 


District 


EoualizatiSrt 


Teacher 


Fund 


Allotment 


Enrichment 


Allotment 


Assignment 


0.097 


1.000 


-0.178 


-0.873 


0.017 


-0.178 


1.000 


0.171 


0.036 


-0.459 


-0.127 


0.618 


0.083 


-0.844 


0.097 


0.983 


-0.201 


-0.271 


0.230 


0.302 


-0.176 


0.337 


-0.029 


-0.261 


-0.112 


-0.125 


-0.309 


6.200 


0.430 


-0.359 


0.009 


0.556 


0.131 


31.764 


0.038 


0.901 


0.217 


0.922 


-O.054 


-0.951 


0.409 • 


-0.106 


-0.047 


0.220 


0.314 


-0.006 


-0.068 


0.056 


0.150 


-0.653 


-0.002 


0.778 


0.209 


-0.450 


-0.059 


0.638 


-0.068 


-0.298 


0.650 


0.274 


-0.065 


-0.291 


0.638 


0.268 
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Table 7 

Correlations Between Number of Special Program Pupils and Selected Variables 



Gifted 8 Non-Special 
Special Vocational Compensatory Bilingual Talented Program 
Variables Education Education Education Education Education- n 



Total Tax Rate -0.359 -0.378 -0,354 4.339 4. -O.J 

Minority Students as I of Total 0.473 0.473 0.567 0.561 0. 0. 0 

Black as I of Total 0,610 0.638 0.581 0.528 0.4 

Hispanic as I of Total 6.110 0.095 0.231 0.254 0 0. 

Price Differential Index 0.566 0.547 0.494 0.462 0.56 8.5 

Refined ADA — Best 4 of 8 Weeks 0.996 0.982 0.974 0.955 0. , 

% 9th Grade Passing All Sec. TABS -0.391 -0.406 -0.485 -0.481 -0.373 -0.3 8 

dig. in ADA, 1984 to 1985 4.165 4.151 4.185 4.167 4 13 4. 

Density: Student, per Square Mile 0.588 0.567 0.587 0.® 0. 0. 

§ hunch: Con,p Ed as I of Total 0.255 0.261 0.403 0.409 . . 

M & 0 Tax Rate 4.179 4.198 4.195 4.202 4.205 4.1 8 

Wealth-Property Value Per Pupil 6.171 0.175 0.116 0.104 0.188 0.1 6 

Operating Cost Per Pupil 0.107 0.093 0.089 0.079 0.107 .0 

14 S Rate 4.321 4.325 4.290 4.257 4.311 4.303 

Average Teacher Salary, 1984-85 0.303 0.332 0.234 0.184 0.337 0.308 

Average Salary & Career Udder 0.336 0.364 0.26? 0.212 0.371 0.339 

Mean Career Ladder Supplement 4.181 -0.161 4.149 4.164 4.151 4.167 

Mean Beginning Teacher Salary 0.323 0.358 0.265 0.257 0.343 0.335 

Unadjusted PDI (Raw PDI) 0.746 0.733 0.688 0.656 0.737 0.754 

Total Salary Adjusted by Raw PDI 4.188 4.146 4.223 4.261 4.141 4.189 

Number of Special Education Pupils 1.000 0.980 0.970 . 0.946 0.970 0.995 

Number of Vocational Ed. Pupils 0.980 1.000 0.959 0.924 0.984 0.980 

Number of Regular Ed. Pupils 0.995 0.980 0.974 0.956 0.964 1.000 

Number of Coup, Ed. Pupils 0.970 0.959 1,000 0.984 0.929 6.97 

Number of Bilingual Ed. Pupils 0.946 0.924 0.984 1.000 0.890 0,956 

Number of Gifted & Talented Pupils 0,970 0,984 0.929 0.890 1.000 0.964 

PDI Allocation Per Pupil 0.564 0.545 0.492 0.461 0.560 0.570 

Small District. Alloc. Per Pupil 4.229 4.224 4,192 4.177 4.225 -0.234 

I.FA as a Percent of State Aid 0,362 0.375 0.264 0.244 0.389 0.361 

^ 59 §0 



Table 7 . 
(c -ntinued) 



Gifted & Non-Special 
Special Vocational Compensatory Bilingual Talented Program 
y a ri a bies Education Education Education Education Education Pupils 



Equal Enrichment Per Pupil -0.364 

Exper. Teacher Alloc. Per Pupil.. 0.249 

Equalization Transition Per Pupil -0.049 

Local Fund Assignment Per Pupil 0.377 

Sum of All Special Program Pupils 0.981 

Special Pupils as t of Total Pupils 0.306 

Regular Pupils as t of Total Pupils -0.015 

Total State&Local Revenue Per Pupil -0.041 

Local Revenue Per Pupil 0.167 

of State Revenue Per Pupil -0.322 

H Beginning Fund Balance. Per Pupil -0.235 

% Fund Balance of Total Revenue -0.296 

jiocai Enrichment Per Pupil 0.023 

State&Local Enrichment Per Pupil -0.090 

Minimum Salary Ratio, 1985 0.278 
Minimum Salary Ratio, 1986 
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-0 357 • 


-0.225 


-0.200 


-0.378 


-0.035 


0,282 


0.238 


0.195 


0.275 


0.228 


-0.010 


-0.107 


-0.117 


-0,026 


-0.048 


0.390 


0,288 


0.266 


0,403 


0.373 


0.970 


0.992 


0.988 


0,948 


0,986 


0.314 


0.397 


0.456 


0,304 


0,308 


-0.046 


-0.007 


0.026 


-0,034 


0.029 


-0.050 


-0.067 


-0.065 


-0.030 


■O.051 


0.166 


0.080 


0.066 


0,188 


0.161 


-0.331 


-0.202 


-0.177 


-0.347 


■0,323 


-0.226 


-0.218 


-0.220 


-0.239 


-0.234 


-0.281 


-0.270 


-0.275 


-0,304 


-0.289 


0.014 


-0.056 


-0,063 


0.039 


0.017 


-0.100 


-0.138 


-0.139 


-0.075 


-0.094 


0.307 


0.251 


0.202 


0,298 


0.258 
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Table 8 

Changes tn Correlation Coefficient Ovtr Time 



Wealth Percent Percent 
P»r -Pupil AD**/ Black HlgPHTllC 



Uaalth Par Pupil 
1983-85 W 


1.000 


0. 


161 


0. 


147 


-0. 


149 


Wealth Per Pupil 
1985-86 


1.000 


0. 


166 


0. 


111 


•0. 


202 


Change in health 


0.000 


9. 


_Q05 


•9, 


93e 


-9. 


953 " 


Operating Expenditures Per - Pupil , 
1983*1986 


0.610 


0. 


100 


0. 


191 


-b. 


187 


Operating Revenue Per Pupil 
1985-86 


0.595 


0. 


095 


0. 


ICS 


0. 


008 


Cha nge in Ope rating 

Exoendi ture 


.0.015 


-9. 


905 


-9 


086 


9. 


t?5 


Low Teachat Salary, 
1983-84 


0.434 


0. 


473 


0 


335 


-0. 


265 


Low Teacher Salary, 
1985-86 














054 


0.412 


0. 


375 


0 


195 


-0. 


Change Ia Lev 

Teacher Salei-v ; 


-0.022 


-ft. 


179 


•9 


140 


9. 


211 


Average Teacher Salary, 

1983-84 


0.383 


0 


366 


0 


310 


-0 


305 


Average Teacher Selery, 
1985-86 


0.389 


0 


309 


0 


216 


-0. 


112 


Change in Average 

Teacher Salary _ — 


0-006 


— -9 


057 


•9 


9?* 


0 


193 


Price Differencial Index, 
_ 1984-85 


0.205 


0 


403 


0 


.268 


-0 


110 


Price Differencial Index, 
. 1985-86 


0.010 


0 


571 


IS 


.314 


d 


162 


Change in Price. 

Differencial Index _ 


-0.194 


-9 




9 


046 


9 


272 


Equelizecion Enrichment Aid, 
1984 .85 


-0.470 


•0 


.335 


•0 


.393 


0 


4: j 


Equalization Ehrlchuant Aid, 
_ 1985-86 


•0.527 


-0 


356 


• 0 


.331 


0 


517 


Change if! Enrichment Equali- 
zation Aid 


-0.0S7 


-5.021 


9 


9f2 - 


0-081 


Experienced Teecher AlloCnent , 
1984-85 


-0.154 


0 


322 


0 


.328 


0 


801 


Experienced Teecher Allotment, 
1985-86 _ 


-0.001 


0 


.230 


0 


453 


0. 


077 


Change in Experienced Teecher 






092 




125 






Allotment . _ 


0.153 


-0 


9 


- v . 


Equalization Transition Aid. 
1984-85 


-0.458 


0 


128 


-0 


177 


-0. 


176 


Equelizecion Transition Aid, 
1985-86 


d.iis 


•0 


046 


• 0 


017 


• 0 


281 


Change in Equalization 

Transition Aid — 


0.373 


•5 


174 


9 


160 


•9 


105 



a/ ADA I, for 1983-84, for 1985-86 ADA - RADA (Refined ADA; Best 
4 of 8 vetks) . 

b^Deta for 1983-84 and 1984-85 from Lyndon Baines Johnson School of 
Public Affairs. The University of Texes at Austin. Policy Research Report. 
No. ?n Tfr» Tn<tMel Effec t * f H ™«* Btirl ??. These data. represent 
preliminary state aid calculations. According to the report "the differ- 
ences between preliminary and final calculations depend in most cases On 
changes in ADA; therefore, the per pupil figure . . should not be 
substantially afftcted.* (p. 23) 
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Table 9 



Weighted Dispersion Measures tor Total State and Local 
Revenue, Texas Foundation School Program, 1985-86 



Measure 



Al" 1 . Districts 



All Districts 
Except Sparse a/ 



Mean 

Standard Deviation 

Coefficient of Variation 

Gini Coefficient 

Mctoone Index 

Federal Range Ratio 

Range 

(lOOth-lst) 

High 

Low 

Ratio 

Restricted Range 
(95th- 5th) 
High 
Low 
Ratio 

(90th-10th) 

High 

Low 

Ratio 

Correlation between 
Wealth and Revenue 

Slope between 
Wealth and Revenue 

Elasticity between 
Wealth and Revenue 



$2,390.13 
$ 379.69 
15.89 
0.075 
0.933 
0.43 



$9,781.00 
11, 47b. 00 
1,694.00 

5 77 



9-: 5 .00 

96;;. no 

"97, v0 
i 8 



2,8 r ..C> 
2,U ,;>.on 

1 V« 



0.60 



e.eeio 



0.6999 



$2,387.50 
$ 369.35 
15.57 
0.075 
0.932 
0.48 



§9,781.00 
11,475.00 
1,694.00 
6.77 



2,962.00 
1,9' 10 
+8 



• : 716.00 
2,818.00 
2,102.00 
1. 33 



0.61 



6:6611 



0.1073 



N=1063 N-981 



a/Ac defined in current law, TEC, Chapter 2, § 16.104. 
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Table 10 



Revenue Disparity Measures for 35 States in 1976, 
Ranked from Most Equitable(l) to Least Equitable (35) 



Restricted Range Federal Range Ratio 





State- - 


Value 


Rank 


State 


Value 


i 
j. 




y ^ o J 


1 


Florida 




.31 


o 


west vit^inio 




2 


La ills i ana 




.31 


•5 
J 




333 


3 


West VfiTffiniA 




.36 


A 




340 


4 


New Mexico 




. 37 


5 


Mam Uav{ O 

new 


353 
«j «/ j 


5 


North Carolina 




.43 


c 


T <4 9 n o 


353 
j j j 


g 


Idaho 




.46 


7 


Fl nri Ha 
riOii ua 


366 


7 


Wisconsin 

n ^ «^ 4 4** 4 4 




.48 


o 
o 




498 


8 


Mitwieso ta 

A A A A U A w w W w 




.50 


Q 


Kf4 cc^ eci ^fli 


485 


9 


Oklahoma 




.50 


10 


Mi q soli ir f Uirt^ied 


503 


10 


Delaware 




.54 


11 


Teiiiie s see 


504 


11 


Missouri Unified 




.57 






551 


12 


Rhode I s 1 and 




. 58 




VT*f riy>p cflf fl 


562 


13 


Maryland 




.60 




R4>oHa T^T-aT^o* 


574 


14 


New Hampshire 




.61 


15 


Cnnrh natrofca 


585 


15 


Indiana 




. 70 


16 


conns*! n 


590 


16 


Arkansas 




.70 


17 


Delaware 


592 


17 


Vermont 




.70 


18 


South Carolina 


604 


18 


Virginia 




. 77 


19 


Maine 


619 


19 


Illinois Unified 




. 78 


20 


Indiana 


624 


20 


Mississippi 




.79 


21 


Vermont 


£33 


21 


Connecticut 




.80 


22 


Kentucky 


651 


22 


Oregon 




.80 


23 


Maryland 


65b 


23 


New Jersey 




.85 


24 


Virginia 


5£0 


24 


Maine 




.86 


25 


Nebraska 


7^ 


25 


Kentucky 




.88 


26 


Illinois Unified 


7* ■? 


26 


South Dakou* 




. 88 


27 


Texas 




27 


Texas 




.89 


28 


Connecticut 


801 


28 


Nebraska 




.93 


29 


Oregon 


836 


29 


Tennessee 




.94 


30 


New Jersey 


804 


30 


Wyoming 




.97 


31 


Georgia 




31 


New York 


1 


.04 


32 


Pennsylvania 


1. ;3 


;2 


~outh Carolina 


1 . 


.05 


33 


"Wyoming 


i . ? 


33 


Massachusetts 


i 


. 10 


34 


Massachusetts 




34 


Georgia 


o 


. 76 


35 


New York 




35 


u: .'nsylvania 


3. 


.90 



Source: Education Finance Center EiiiA' . 1 "oil Commission on the States 
(1979), Equity in S chool Fin ^ nc*- , ippe; dv. C, Author: Denver, Colorado 
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Table 11 



Revenue Disparity Measures for 35 States in 1976, 
Ranked from Most Equitable (1) to Least Equitable (35) 



McLoone Index Coefficient of Variation 



Rank 


State 


Value 


Rank 


State 


Value 


1 


New Mexico 


.961 


1 


Louisiana 


9 


.6 


2 


West Virginia 


.951 


2 


Florida 


9 


.8 


3 


North Carolina 


.949 


3 


West Virginia 


10 


.3 


4 


Florida 


. 947 


4 


North Carolina 


10 


.3 


5 


Oklahoma 


.942 


5 


Minnesota 


12 


.5 


g 


Missouri Unified 


.932 


6 


Rhode Ii land 


13 


< 


7 


Minnesota 


.930 


7 


New Mexico 


ti 




8 


Miss iss ion i 

» m mm* mm* V ^ m9 «i* ^ fc* ^ 


.926 


g 


Delaware 


1- 




9 




. 926 


9 


Wisconsin 


14 




10 


Ketituckv 


923 

• m* Am mf 


10 


Mississ iooi 






11 


Marv 1 and 


. 921 


11 


Idaho 


<. 5 , 




12 


Wvoniinc 


. 915 


12 


Marvlarid 


15. 




13 


Illinois Unified 


.913 


13 


Indiana 


16, 


2 


14 


Rhode Island 


. 911 


14 


Veirraont 


17. 


.3 


15 


Mass achuse t ts 


,910 


15 


Connecticut 


17. 


.8 


16 


Loui s i ana 


.906 


16 


South Dakota 


17. 


.9 


17 


Wisconsin 


.901 


17 


Missouri Unified 


18. 


2 


18 


New Hampshire 


:895 


18 


Maine 


18. 


3 


19 


Virginia 


.892 


19 


Arkansas 


18. 


;8 


20 


Connecticut 


.890 


20 


New Jersey 


it. 


;1 


21 


Arkansas 


.888 


21 


Oregon 


19. 


4 


22 


Nebraska 


.886 


22 


Nebraska 


20. 


.7 


23 


Texas 


.884 


23 


South Carolina 


20. 


.9 


24 


Indiana 


.882 


24 


Oklahoma 


21. 


3 


25 


Vermont 


.880 


25 


Illinois Unified 


21. 


,5 


26 


Maine 


.880 


26 


New Hampshire 


22. 


,1 


27 


Delaware 


.879 


27 


Massachuse tts 


22. 


4 


28 


South Dakota 


.874 


28 


Texas 


22. 


.5 


2* 


New Jersey 


.871 


29 


Kentucky 


23. 


8 


30 


South Carolina 


.868 


30 


Virginia 


24. 


0 


31 


Tennessee 


.864 


31 


Tennessee 


24. 


2 


32 


Georgia 


.835 


32 


New York 


24. 


4 


*3 T 


Sew York 


.816 


33 


Wyoming 


25. 


-4. 


34 


Oregon 


.805 


34 


Georgia 


33. 


6 


35 


Pennsylvania 


.724 


35 


Pennsylvania 


^9 . 


3 



Source: Education Finance Center, Education Commission on the States 
(1979), Equity in School Finance , Appendix C. Author: Denver, Colorado. 



Table 12 



The Relationship Between Revenues and Wealth 
for 35 States in 1976, Ranked from Most 
Equitable (1) to Least Equitable : 



Correlation Between 
Wealth & Revenue 

Rank State Value 



1 


Illinois Unified 


.25 


2 


Maine 


. 32 


3 


Louisiana 


. 37 


4 


New Mexico 


. J / 


c 
D 


Minnesota 


. 41 


0 


New Jersey 


. 41 


1 


Wisconsin 


.44 


Q 
O 


Rhode Island 


. 4!) 


9 


Tennessee 


.46 


i n 
1U 


West Virginia 


. 49 


1 1 


Vermont 


.49 




Delaware 


. 51 


1 *3 
1 J 


New Hampshire 


. 53 


14 


South Carolina 


• 55 


1 ^ 


worcn uaroima 


C r 

. DO 




X HU1 olio 


t;o 
. -?o 


17 


Massachusetts 


.62 


18 


Texas 


.62 


19 


Connecticut 


.63 


20 


Idaho 


.64 


21 


Nebraska 


.67 


22 


Oregon 


.70 


23 


Maryland 


.70 


24 


Virginia 


.71 


25 


South Dakota 


;76 


26 


Florida 


.77 


27 


Kentucky 


.78 


28 


New York 


;79 


29 


Mississippi 


.79 


30 


Arkansas 


.81 


31 


Missouri Unified 


.81 


32 


Pennsylvania 


.81 


33 


Oklahoma 


.85 


34 


Wyoming 


.89 


35 


Georgia 


.93 



Elasticity Between 
Wealth & Revenue 



Rank State Value 



1 


Maine 


. 04 


2 


Massachusetts 


. 05 


3 


Mississippi 


. 06 


4 


Louisiana 


. 06 


c 


New Mexico 


. (Jo 


6 


Vermont 


. 11 


7 


Minnesota 


• 12 


Q 

o 


Texas 


. I J 


o 

y 


New Jersey 


. 14 


10 


North Carolina 


• 15 


11 


Illinois Unified 


• 16 


1? 


West Virginia 


. 17 


13 


Wisconsin 


. 17 


1 A 
J- 4 


r loriaa 


1 Q 


15 


Idaho 


. 19 


1 0 


iNeorasica 




17 


New Hampshire 


.20 


18 


Connecticut 


.20 


19 


Rhode Island 


.22 


20 


Indiana 


.23 


21 


Tennessee 


.24 


22 


Delaware 


;24 


23 


Oklahoma 


.27 


24 


Wyoming 


.28 


25 


Sooth Dakota 


.29 


26 


Arkansas 


.33 


27 


Oregon 


.33 


28 


Maryland 


.36 


29 


Missouri Unified 


.36 


30 


South Carolina 


.36 


31 


Virginia 


.38 


32 


New York 


.40 


33 


Kentucky 


.48 


34 


Georgia 


.65 


35 


Pennsylvania 


.98 



Source: Education Finance Center, Education Commission on the States 
1979), Equity in School Finance . Appendix C. Author: Denver, Colorado. 
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Table 13 



Weighted Dispersion Measures for Total Revenue: 
Cross Time Comparisons , Texas Foundation 
School Program, 1976, 1986 



Years Difference 



Measure 


1976 


a/ 1986 


Actual 


Percent 


Coefficient of Variation 


22.5 


15.9 


6.6 


29.33 


Federal Range Ratio 


0.89 


0:48 


0.41 


46.07 


McLoone. index 


0.884 


0.933 


0.049 


5.54 


Restricted Rc*nge b/ 
(95th-5th) 


$462.73 


$272.52 


190.21 


4i.ii 


Correlation 
(Wealth & Revenue) 


0.62 


0.60 


0.02 


3 .23 


Elasticity 
(Wealth & Revenue) 


0.13 


0.10 


0.03 


2.31 



a/ Data for 1976 were taken from Tables 10-12. The Source; 
Education Finance Cet^.er, Education Commission of the States (1979), 
Equity in School Finance , Appendix C. Author: Denver, Colorado. 



b/ Adjusted for inflation (1967 - 100). For fiscal year 1976 
(September 1975-August 1976) U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, in Business Statistics . (1977) United States Department of 
Commerce Bureau of Economic Analysis, p. 43. For fiscal year 1986 
(September 1985-Augu;;t 1986), U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, in Economic Indicators . 0c tober 1986, Prepared for the Joint 
Economic Committee by _ the Council of Economic Advisors, United States 
Government Printing Office: Washington, D.C. The consumer price index 
for each month from September to August was sumn.ed and averaged to derive 
a fiscal year index for both 1976 and 1986. 
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Table 14 



A Comparison of Total State and Local Revenue at 
5 Percent arid 0.5 Percent Intervals 



Revenue 

-Per-Pupil 



Change to 
Next Highest 
Percentile 



Revenue 
Per Pupil 



Change to 
Next Highest 
Percentile 

Actual Percentage 



All Districts 
5 Percent Int 
0 Percent 
_ 5 Percent 
10 Percent 
15 Percent 
20 Percent 
25 Percent 
30 Percent 
35 Percent 
40 Percent 
65 Percent 
50 Percent 
55 Percent 
60 Percent 
65 Percent 
70 Percent 
75 Percent 
80 Percent 
85 Percent 
90 Percent 
95 Percent 
100 Percent 



0.5 
95.0 
95.5 
96.0 
96.5 
97.0 
97.5 
98.0 
98.5 
99.0 
99.5 

100 



Percent 
Percent 
Percent 
Percent 
Percent 
Percent 
Percent 
Percent 
Percent 
Percent 
Percent 
Percent 



00 
00 



ervals_ 
$1,694.00 
1,997.00 
?,10?.00 
2,1.^.00 

2 , 

2,169.00 
2,205.00 
2,241.00 
2,281.00 
2,305.00 
2,323.00 
2,360.00 
2,379-00 
2 453.00 
2,505.00 
2,619.00 
2,706.00 
2,818.00 
2,962.00 
11,475.00 



Intervals 

2,962.00 
3,021.00 
3,078.00 
3,181.00 
3,289.00 
3,499.00 
3,587.00 
3,655.00 
3,734.00 
4,058.00 
11,475.00 

N-1063 











$ _ 0 


.00 


0 


. Q0 


303 


.00 


17 


O ft 

. 89 


105 


.00 


5 


. 26 


?2 


.00 


1 


. 52 


1 


.00 


0 


.05 


±2 


.00 


0 


. 56 


22 


.00 


1 


.02 


36 


.00 


1 


.66 


36 


.00 


1 


. 63 


40 


.00 


1 


. 78 


24 


.00 


1 


.05 


18 


.00 


0 


. 78 


37 


.00 


1. 


.59 


19 


.00 


0 


. 81 


74 


bb 


3 ; 


.11 


52 


.00 


2 


. 12 


114 


. bb 


4 


.55 


87 , 


.00 


3 


. 32 


112. 


;00 


4. 


.14 


144. 


.00 


5, 


.11 


8,513. 


00 


287, 


.41 


0. 


00 


0. 


00 


239. 


00 


8. 


07 


57. 


00 


0. 


16 


103. 


00 


3. 


35 


108. 


00 


3. 


40 


210. 


00 


6. 


38 


88. 


00 


2. 


52 


68. 


00 


1. 


90 


79. 


00 


2. 


16 


324. 


00 


8. 


68 


7,417. 


00 


182. 


77 



All Districts Excl . Sparse a/ 



$1,694.00 
1,995.00 
2,102.00 
2.134.00 
?, 134.00 
2,147.00 
2,169.00 
2,205.00 
2,241.00 
2,280.00 
2,305.00 
2,323.00 
2,360.00 
2,379.00 
2,453.00 
2,505.00 
2,610.00 
2,706.00 
2,818.00 
2,962.00 

11,475.00 



$ 0 . 00 
301.00 
107.00 
32.00 
0.00 
13.00 
22.00 
36.00 
36.00 
39.00 
25.00 
18.00 
37.00 
19.00 
74.00 
52.00 
105.00 
96.00 
112.00 
144.00 
8,513.00 



$2,962.00 
2,991.00 
3,077.00 
3,150.00 
3,286.00 
3,367.00 
3,587.00 
3,655.00 
3,729.00 
3,997.00 

11,475.00 7 

N-981 



0.00% 
17.77 
5.36 
1.52 
0.00 
0.61 
:02 
.66 
.63 
74 
,10 
78 
.59 
.81 
,11 
,12 
,19 
68 
14 
11 



1. 
1, 
1, 
1. 
1. 
0. 
1. 
0. 
3 . 
2. 
4. 
3 . 
4. 
5. 



287.41 



0.00 0.00 

29.00 0.98 

86.00 2.88 

73.00 2.37 

136.00 4.32 

81.00 2.47 

220.00 6.53 

68.00 1.90 

74.00 2.02 

268.00 _ 7.19 

478.00 187.09 



a/ As defined in current law, TEC, Chapter 2, § 16.104. 
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Table 15 



Weighted Dispersion. Measures, for Total Revenue 
Texas School Foundation School Program, 1985-86 



Pupils: Difference: 

100% to 99* to 100% to 

Measure- IOOt M 95% 992 U 951 



A — ££l- J — i - F If- * - lJ 

Coefficient of Variation 


i r* aa 

15.89 


1 O 1 fr 

13.16 


Percent Change 




0.17 


Gini Coefficient 


0.075 


0.068 


Percent Change 


■« 


0.09 


n- - -j — - - 1 n w\ , « 

Federal Range Ratio 


a / n 

0.48 


a /n 

0.48 


■*\ ; rti • 

Percent Change 




n aa 

0.00 


Pdoone Index 


0.993 


0.933 


Percent Change 




0,00 


range 






(106th-ls':) 


$ ';,781.00 


$2,035.00 


High 


11,475.00 


3,729.00 


Low 


1,694.00 


1,694.00 


Ratio 


6.77 


2.20 


Restricted Range 






(95th-5th) 


$ 965.00 


$ 964.00 


High 


2,962.00 


2,959.00 


Low 


1,997.00 


1,995.00 


Ratio 


1.48 


1.48 


(90th-10th) 


$ 716.00 


$. 703.00 


High 


2,818.00 


2,805.00 


Low 


2,102.00 


2,102.00 


Ratio 


1.34 


1.33 
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in i £ 

10.16 


0 "70 

2,73 


i r\r\ 
3.U0 


C 10 

:.73 


a oo 

0.23 


A 1*7 

0.17 


A OO 

0.23 


A 0£ 

0.36 


0.056 


0.007 


0.012 


0.019 


A 1 A 

0.18 


A AA 

0.09 


O.io 


a or 

0,25 


A /I 

0.41 


n AA 

0.00 


0.08 


0.08 


A 1 £ 

O.lo 


A )\A 

0.00 


0.16 


n lit 

0.16 


0.933 


0.00 


9.00 


0.00 


0.00 


0.00 


0.00 


0.00 


A i t\fr r\f\ 

$1,265.00 


$7,746.00 


Jk^TA AA 

$770.00 


iA f 1 A AA 

$8,512.00 


2,959.00 


7,746.00 


770,00 


8,516.00 


1,694.00 


0.00 


0.00 


0.00 


1.75 


4.57 


0.45 


0.74 


$ 808.00 


$ 1.00 


$156.00 


$ 157,00 


2,803.00 


3.00 


156.00 


159.00 


1,995.00 


2.00 


0.00 


2.00 


1.41 


0„00 


0.08 


0.08 


$ 606.00 


$ 13.00 


$ 97.00 


$ 110.00 


2,706.00 


13.00 


99.00 


112.00 


2,100.00 


0.00 


2.00 


2.00 



1.29 
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Figure 4 

Weighted Dispersion Ueasures For Total Revenue: 
Jtil Pupils ±ni Exciudinf One and Five 
Percent of Total Pupils 
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Table 15 



Weighted Dispersion Measures for Total Revenue 
Texas School Foundation School Program, 1985-86 
Excluding Sparse Districts 



Pupils: Difference; 

100% to 99% to 100% to 

Measure 100% 99% 95% 99% 95% - 95% 



Coefficient of Variation 


15.47 


13.03 


Percent Change 


— 


0.16 


Gini Coefficient 


n 074 

VtVll 


0 Gf>8 


Percent Change 




0.08 


Federal Range Ratio 


0.48 


0.47 


Percent Change 


— 


0.02 


McLoone Index 


0 932 


0 932 

V • J Jim 


Percent Change 




0.00 


Range 

(lOOth-lst) 


$ 9,781.00 


$2,008,00 


High 


11,475.00 


3,702.00 


Low 


1,694.00 


1,694.00 


Ratio 


'\77 


2.19 


Restricted Range 






(95th-5th) 


$ 967.00 


$ 944.00 


High 


2,962.00 


2,939.00 


tow 


1,995.60 


1,995.00 


Ratio 


1,48 


1.47 


(90th-10th) 


$ 716.00 


$ 701.00 


High 


2,818.00 


2,803.00 


Low 


2,102.00 


2,102.00 


Ratio 


1.34 


1.33 



10.15 


2„44 


2.88 


5.32 


0.22 


0.16 


0.22 


0.34 


0;056 


0.006 


0.012 


0;018 


0.18 


0.08 


0.18 


0.24 


0.41 


0.01 


0.07 


0.08 


0.14 


0.02 


0.14 


0.16 


0.932 


0.00 


o.bo 


0.00 


0.00 


0.00 


0.00 


0.00 


$1,265.00 


.. __ ___ 

$7,773.00 


___ 

$743.00 


__ 

$8,516.00 


2,959.00 


7,773.00 


743.00 


8,516.00 


1,594.00 


0.00 


0.00 


0.00 


1.75 


4.59 


0.44 


0.74 


$ 808.00 


$ 23.00 


$136.00 


$ 159.00 


2,803.00 


23.00 


136.00 


159.00 


1,995.00 


0.00 


0.00 


0.00 


1.41 


0.01 


0.07 


0.08 


$ 607.00 


$ 15.00 


$ 94.00 


$ 109.00 


2,706.00 


15.00 


97.00 


112.00 


2,099.00 


0.00 


3.00 


3.00 



1.29 
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Table 17 

Correlations, Regressions, Slopes: Waalth and Revenue, 
Texe "'undation School Program, 1985-86 

Tbta} Revenue 
by Percent if Pupils: 
Wealth 100% 99% 95 

LFA 1986 School Year Property Values: 

Correlation (r) 0.60 0.56 0.4 

Regression (r 2 ) 0.36 0.31 0.1 

Slope 0.0010 0.0012 0.0009 

Elasticity 0.10 0.12 0.08 

1985 Tax Year Values: 

Correlation Cr) 0.62 0.57 0. 

Regression (r 2 ) 0.38 0.32 0. 

Slope 0.0010 0.0012 0.0009 

Elasticity 0.10 0.12 0.0 
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APPENDIX A 

THE MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, SUM, MINIMUM AND 
MAXIMUM VALUES FOR SELECTED VARIABLES (1) 
INCLUDING ALL DISTRICTS, (2) INCLUDING ALL 
DISTRICTS EXCEPT SPARSE DISTRICTS, AS DEFINED 
IN LAW. 
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